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ABSTRACT 
ee _: Hnformation. is presented about the_ Saninistratise ek 
computing. activities of. colleges. and_universities- belonging to CAUSE 
(the_ professional association for. Computing and information | 


technology in higher education). 


1983, and 1985. A- total. of. 350 institutions : renpotded - in 1980, 318° in 
1983, and 400 in 1985. Most of the data are summarized according. to 
the responding institutions’ political control (public or private), 


type (university,_ four-year - or two-year), and size. Profiles_cover- 


computing - organizations, . staffing, budgeting, - computer. hardware and 


communications, and_ software used by the responding institutions, - 
Trends include the following: administrative computing is reporting 
to a higher level in academic institutions; although most academic 


and administrative ps tales id ledge are. fecen eae there is 


programming staffs are. declining; Reediaea are a list of 
participating institutions and a 1985 survey form. (SW) 
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About CAUSE 


CAUSE, The Professional Association for Computing and information Technology 
in Higher Education, is a non-profit. higher education professional association, 


National in structure, membership, and operation. The mission of the association is 


to Support thoso professionals who plan for and manage the information resource 


in colleges and universities, and-to promote effective planning, management, and 
evaluation of the technologies that support information. resource management: 


CAUSE activities provide a vehicle for communication among higher education 
professionals with common interests and. concerns, -a centralized. source-of 


accessible information: to support the research and decision making of such 
professionals, a.catalyst-for the identification, discussion, and-solution.of-problems 


and issues related to the field; a resource for research and pepieator and an 
opportunity for. individual-professional-development.—---. ------ ; 


ae CAUSE member services include: the ‘Administrative ‘Systems Query 


the Exchange Library, which is a clearinghouse for information and systems 
available from-or. contributed. by members; -.n Information Request Service to focate 


specific systems or information: consulting services to review. computing 
organization and management plans; a bi-monthly magazine, CAUSE/EFFECT, a 
bi-monthly newsletter, CAUSE information; the annual CAUSE National 
Conference: special seminars and workshops; and a menoorart series in which 
this is the seventh publication... . -..-- -~-.- 

The CAUSE Monograph Series offers members a vehicle for sharing 


research findings, Study- results,-and detailed- information on-topics relevant-to 


computing and information tecimology in higher. education. Each CAUSE Voting 


as a membership benefit. Suggestions or contributions of :material for future 


monographs are-welcome, and should be directed to the CAUSE Office for review 
by the Publications Committee of the CAUSE Board of Directors. 
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CAUSE is pleased to offer this-latest addition our series 3 of monographs 
addressing issues pertaining to computing and-information technologies 


in higher education. Administrative Information Systems: The 1985 
Profile and Fwe-Year T-ends is a continuation ofthe series of mono- 


graphs profiling -CAUSE member institutions which began with the 
publication ¢ of a similar Bropie f6F- 1980-- — -.----- 


Trends 
Rieitei ot of: the data from 1980, 1983, and 1985 1 reveals some shifts; which 


are ‘highlighted im this monograph as trends. They represent.-more -a 


confirmation of-our general perception of the direction in which higher 
education aafermaatien systems are headed than dramatic revelations: 


Administrative computing is reporting toa higher level in aca- 
demic institutions. 


Although 1 most: academic and administrative computing orgardza- 
tions are combined, there is some movement toward separation of 
these functions: 

Analyst/programming stati a are growiriy, while operations antl 
systems programming staffs are declining. 


Administrative information systems budgets are growing; but are 
growing less than total operating budgets for the iiistitutions, and 


they are decreasing as a percentage Of toiah operating budgets. 
Institutions are gradually moving away from direct chargeback for 
computing costs. 


Afew key hardware vendors ; account for the- majority of computing 


installations: IBM is still in front in terms of numbers of comput - 
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ers reported, atid second-ranked Digital Equipment 1 is signifi- 


cantly narrowiig the gap. 


More administra rative applications are in place, and many more of 
these rely on on-line processing. 


PiGpHletaiy-sonwaie _packages are hisveastnagy- reported in use- for 


all application areas, dut they are still outnumbered by systems 
developed in-house. 


Microcomputers, while. beginning to appear in Jaige numbers in 
applications. 


Distributed- processing is not yet widely implemented for adminis - 
trative epplicators: 


Most professionals in fields related | to canguting atid tsformnatit 


services-in- higher education-are at least subconciously aware of such 
shifts. Seeing the documentation that this monograph provides may help 
them evaluate the directions: in which their own institutions are moving. 
from an objective perspective.- This monograph--offers the kind. of 


information that professionals need to have as a context for their decision 


aa —- == 
“Two other CAUSE monographs have been published in 1986; both 


Universities and Colleges, by Patrick J: Coughlin of SUNY/Purchase, and 
Computers. Serving Students: The. Community College Way, edited by 
Judith W. Leslie of the Maricopa Community Colleges. Readers of those 


monographs will be regnsdbet nee in the data presented here for small 


Custom sporing-<ié 


While. the picture of administrative: information: systems painted: in this 
profile ts enlightening, and it is historically of interest to confirm ine 


trends emerging since the -1980 profile: the real value of the data on:which 
this monograph is based is the wealth of in‘ormation-it provides for 
custom reporting, available as a benefit of CAUSE membership: In 1984, 

CAUSE. initiated an. Administrative. Systems. Query -{ASQ)--service, 

enabling members to request reports derived from the Member Institution 
Profile. Comparisons or averages maybe reported for any institutional 
category..For example, a large public university. might want to compare 
their-staff size and AIS budget against the averages for other institutions 
of the same size and type: Despite the differences in institutional practice 


that limit the absolute comparability of the data, these comparisons are 
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still useful: and the incrensed use of such comparisons will help uncover 
and document the differences. <ee : 

_ASQ reports are usually | generated w within twen four hours of the 
member's inquiry.-and-are available to: any office or department of:a 
member campus.-Unlimited-use e of the es service is avail: 1dle to CAUSE 


member. campuses at no-ch 


phone numbers of CAIISE member-re a ei tee -campuses.-For 


environment can n identify other ‘institutions of: similar size; ope and 
environment which have-already- implemented--suct—systems. -Direct 


contact with CAUSE: member representatives at the campuses identified 
can save conSiderable time and effort for the researcher. 


Jane N. Ryland 


Executive Director 
CAUSE 
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CHAPTER ONE 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


___- The 1980 survey provided the basis for the CAUSE- monograph 
Administrative Information Systems:-The 1980 Profile, the results of the 
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CHAPTER ONE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


ity) 


; The distribution of the institutions responding to the 1985 survey 
is described-in Table 1.0-below. Note that 35.8 percent of those respondents 
are privately controlled and 64.2 percent are: public institutions. Size 
distribution shows approximately 22.8 percent small institutions, 40.8 


percent medium-sized, 22.8-percent medium-large, and-13.8 percent large. 


Categorized by type, 17.8 percent of the respondents are two-year institu - 
tions, 43 percent are four-year, and 39:3 percent are universities. 


ss 1985 -TABLE.4 1.0. 

—--— DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDING. INSTITUTIONS _ 
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS ALL INSTITUTIONS 
—--—- so UNN 4YR 2YR ALL) OUNW ZYR YR AL UNW GYR 2YR ALL 
SMALL 4 1 15 Kt) 8 83 o & 12 64 15 91 
TWPE% = 13% 37% = SOK 100% 13% 87% 0% 100% 13% 70% 16% 100% 
-SZE% 4% 13% 21% 12% 14% 62% O% 43% 8% 3% 21% 23% 
MEDIUM 5 0D BW a1 oOo 0 ® ss Hm 8 
TYPE % 15% 49% 37% 100% 52% 48% 0% 100% 28% 46% 23% 100% 
SWZE% 15% 57% 54% 40% 53% 34% O% 42% 2% 46% 54% 41% 
MURGE 4 23 9 2 e@ 3 6 8 -6 6 98 8 
TYPE % 56% 32% 13% 10% 84% = 16% O% 100% 62% 29% 10% 100% 
SIZE% 40% 26% 13% 28% Bre 4% O% 19% 3% 15% 18% 23% 
LARGE 4 +3 9 52 23 0 -0 --3 490-8 8 55 
TYPE % TT 6% 1% 10% 100%  O% O% 100% 78% 5% 16% 100% 
SCE% O% We 13% 2% 5% % m% 2% 27% 2% «=6139% «14% 
TOTAL 9 8 oN Bs? 58-8 0 143 187 172 «71-400 
TYPE% 30% B% 28% 10% 41% 58% 0% 10% We B% 18% 100% 
SIZE% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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CHAPTER ONE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 3 


: Figure i shows the distribution of responding institutions for ail 
three years by major institutional category in bar graph form. 


ee Figure 1 
RESPONDING _ INSTITUTIONS 
=e BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 
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Organization 


From. 1980 to 1985, there has been a shift toward separate ‘computing 


decentralized, the increase in the number of ClO-level positions and the 
higher level of reporting indicate an organizational trend towards the 
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4 CHAPTER ONE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


centralization-of-the management of computing and other technology- 
based activities at-the campus level: - 


1980— providing a central focus for technology on the campuses... --_-- 


Academic computing also reports to the vice presidential: level ‘or 


‘Staffing 


Public institutions. -- Fe ee as a —_ 
“_-- -'The average staff size decreased significantly between 1980 and 


1985 for large institutions and decreased slightly for:medium and small 


institutions. -. While the medium-large institutions. showed a. slight 
increase, most of this increase was in. the. analyst/programmer. staff 
category. Systems programming staff increased at-large institutions on 
the average, and decreased for institutions in all other size categories. 


as it was in 1980, but there was a significant increase in the percentage: of 
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CHAPTER ONE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 5 


percent or more-of total budgets. Also, it-was noted that: institutional 
annual operating budgets increased at a greater rate than budgets for 
administrative. information systems between 1980 and 1985. - 

- : ~An-examination: of the-distribution -of AIS budgets. by category. of 
expenditure shows that the proportion spent for ap hardware 
communications grows. Seid ete = ---- =-- 

: The data on-AIS cost recovery- indicate. that most institutions. are 


and- implementing. other methods of funding-this activity: cost recovery 


for academic computing follows the same pattern. 


A simple count of computers listed by: manufacturer- indicates that the 
eight companies which accounted for 83 percent of the entries in-1980 
accounted for 97-percent of the 1985 entries. These-data show a-definite 
“mainstream” trend in institutional: choice of computer manufacturer. 
IBM still accounts for most of the entries (37 percent), while a significant 
increase was recorded by computers from Digital Equipment Corporation 
(which was:named in less than-20 percent. of the: entries in: 1980 and had 
increased: to 27 percent in 1985). . None _Of ‘the other six COMPariEs 


by the major institutional groups aiid by the eight predominant com - 
panies. : 
Chapter Five also describes a theoretical three- tiered ‘structure of 
campus academic and administrative computer use, from mainframe ‘to 
minicomputer to microcomputer, and suggests that. the key to the 
successful integration of these three tiers of computing is the campus 


network. 


Computer Software 


The use of proprietary software continues to increase in colleges and 
universities,-and. the-1985 CAUSE Member Institution Profile measured 


that use in three ways. The listing of specific proprietary software package 
names. indicates that-37 percent of the proprietary-package entries listed 


are application-specific.. 17 percent are data base management systems, 
and-46 percent are other general: support packages. - Detailed lists of the 
most reported puckages in each category appear in this chapter. - . 

_ All areas of administrative application software. showed. increases 
in. the. average: number: of. applications: reported; - and -there--was--a 
significant shift from batch processing to on-line processing | between 1980 


increased. from: 51in- 1980-to-62 in 1985, and-the average percentage of on- 
line applications more than doubled from 30 percent in 1980 te 64 percent 
in 1985. Several application areas show a growing use of microcomputers 


and distributed data processing, as well as proprietary software packages. 
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6 CHAPTER ONE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


information about each of the individual administrative computing 
applications and -eleven. application groupings..-CAUSE. members: may 
request more detailed information. from the CAUSE National Office 
through the Administrative Systems Query Service. 
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CHAPTER TWO 


categories emerge when the data for several hundred institutions are 
aggregated. This chapter discusse. the organization of campus computing 
and. -the reporting structures fer administrative-computing, with -com - 
ments on trends from 1980 to 1985: Descriptive information on ‘the 
reporting structures for academic computing is presented for the 1985 
Profile only, since that information was collected then for the first time. 


and universities has-been the subject of much study 2nd debate. In any 
given year a nuriber of institutions -reorganize- their -management-of 


institutions of comparable size, control, andtype. © == -- ae 
__-.._. Figure 2 shows the percent of responding institutions reporting 
separate administrative and: academic -computing installations in all 
three surveys, and Figure 3 shows the percent of. institutions reporting 
combined installations in-the-three surveys. Detailed information on the 
organization of computing reported in the 1985 survey appears tn Tables 
2:0 to 2:2 at the end of this chapter: 


CHAPTER TWO: ORGANIZATION 


BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 
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____ According to the CAUSE Member Institution Profile surveys, from 
1980 to 1985 there was a 4 percent decrease in the number of institutions 
reporting combined-installations and a corresponding increase in the 


number _ reporting-separate-installations. In- 1980 69 -percent- of: the 
responding institutioas reported combined academic and administrative 
computing installations, and 31 percent reported separate installations. 
The 1985 data show 65 percent-combined versus-35 percent separate-- --- 


--- 2 This: shift-may: be: the result of several factors; including the 


growing capabilities of minicomputers, the increased sophistication of 
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10 CHAPTER TWO: ORGANIZATION 


percentage changed to:31 percent, bringing the two-year colleges into the 
mainstream with the other major institutional groups. This may be due to 
the expansion of the computing function in general at two-year 
institutions. -- 

While the survey did not request information on afy reasons for 
organizational changes, it is the opinion of the authors that this trend is 


primarily -the--result of the -increasing power-and decreasing cost of 


computing hardware, arid the resulting distribution of computing o on 
camiptises. - 
~ There- were -two exceptions 1 to. the general - trend toward ‘more 


Level of f Reporting — 


reporting, - therefore; are provided in: this. monograph only for 
aed computing. A profile is provided of academic computing in 
1985, 


Administrative Computing 


There.is-a general trend for. administrative coHaputing to report toa higher 
level within. institutional organizations. Between- -1980 and 1985 there was 


large institutions the percentage reporting to the vice presidential level or 
above remained -at-72 -percent, and-in-smail institutions that_ percentage 


for 1980 was already above the 80 Percent ievel. As in 1980, administrative 


(15 percent).and least often-in-universities (6 percent)------- --- ------ 

- : .An interesting change. in -1985- occurred: among the separate 
administrative installations. In 1980, 70 percent reported -to the vice 
percent, representing the ‘largest change for any major institutional 
category. In general, the level. of responsibility for managing the 
administrative computing environment-has- shifted to significantly 
higher levels on college and university campuses. _ - 

: The percentage of institutions with administrative computing 
reporting to the president, the executive vice pre. dent, the academic vice 
president, or-the business vice president changed only-slightly between 
1980 and 1985. The only significant thange was in the increased 
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percentage of! institutions with stiministratice coriputing reporting to the 
adr" inistrative vice -president_or to the new category -of computing-vice 
President. The increases in these two-categories offset the decrease in the 
number_of installations reporting to the "other’ management titles... 


Figure 4. below, shows a summary -of administrative. computing 
reporting-by executive-title for all-institutions, while detailed information 
for 1985 appears in Tables 3:0 to 3:8 at-the end of this chapter. There were 
only slight differences in this chart for cach of the major insitutional 


groups. 
Figure 4 
Ais REPORTING (BY. EXEC TITLE) 
aus ee ALL INSTITUTIONS 
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In small 1 institutions there wasa decrease 1 in the pereenitage of 
administrative computing -installations -repc.ting- to-aeademic-—vice 
presidents and a corresponding increase in the percentage reporting to 
business:vice presidents between 1980 and 1985. - 

The. 1985 C/,USE Profile survey included the -reportitig. Position-of 


computing vice president for the first-time. and: for ‘most of the institutions 


ee Nee results of the 1986. survey. indicate: that - other similar 
positions. have. been. created since -then.-Titles vary widely, but two of the 
more common--are “vice president for computing -and information 
technology” and “vice president for.-information resources.” Many 
institutions now have either a position or an office to coordinate 
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computing, ‘telecommunications. and other technology- -based activities. 


appearing in higher education; beginning with the larger universities. -- - 

_ Whether or not they hold the title. of vice. president, chief 
Responsibilities typically. include aCademic~and - administrative 
computing and, at many institutions, telecommunications: Printing. 
reprographics. and electronic mail.are often tncluded since those 
operations are increasingly technology-based: activities: In some cases 
even the campus mat! system is placed under the chief information officer 
because of the relationship between the concerns of that position and the 
use of electronic mail as a campus communication medium. 


Academic Computing Reporting 


Like administrative computing, academic computing reports | to the vice 
presidential level: or -above in over.-80- percent of the responding 
institutions, and in the: majority of the institutions it reports to the 
academic vice president. Academic computing reports to the academic vice 
president in about 60 percent of the smail private institutions as well as in 
institutions. with separate academic and administrative computing 
installations. Inthe large public universities, however, academic 
computing is ‘more likely to-report to an administrative vice president or 
to another officer below the level of vice president: 

-. The individual charts for academic computing reporting in the 
major- institutional groups all-have the same- profile, -so only the chart-for 
all institutions is displayed here: The Table 4 series at the end of thts 
chapter provides the full detail according to institutional control, type. 
and size. 
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ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING (BY EXEC TITLE) 
ALL INSTITUTIONS 
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14 CHAPTER TWO: ORGANIZATION 


Academic and Administrative Computing Reporting 
Figure.6 combines data from-Figures- 4-and 5-to show reporting by executive 


title for both academic and administrative computing for 1985: This chart 
shows that more than 40 percent of the academic computing installations 
and-less than-.10- percent of- the administrative computing installations 


report to the academic vice president: . 
In all institutional ‘groups, eeeiay 50° percent of the 


(where the. business vice president usually serves as the administrative 
vice president): Also, administrative computing more often reports to the 
president than does academic computing, particularly in the four-year and 
two-year: institutions... - 

at ks Since the profile for each of the major institutional groups in 
Figure 6 is essentially ¢ the same, -only the chart aon all- institutions is 


ACADEMIC & ADMINISTRATIVE COMPUTING REPORTING 
eee ALL INSTITUTIONS—1985 
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1985 TABLE 2.0 
ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING 


~All Responding Institutions 


SMALLINSTITUTIONS -- 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 7 58% 27 42% 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 5 42% 37 58% 
TOTAL REPORTED 42 13% e 70% 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 1B 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 
TOTAL REPORTED 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 19 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 37 
TOTAL REPORTED 36 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 16 3% 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 27) &% 
_ TOTAL REPORTED “8 78% 
ALL SES i eae. 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 6 38% 5B 34% 

COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 97 62% 114 6% 

TOTAL REPORTED 7 157 39% 172 43% 
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1985. ; TABLE. 24. 


ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING 
Public Institutions 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR ACL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
“SMALL INSTITUTIONS 

SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 2 S% 4 B% 3% 9 Wh 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 2 50% 7 64% 12 8% 21 70% 
TOTAL REPORTED “Ah 13% “TH 37% “15 50% 3 12% 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS --- is Ss ee: aa eee 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 3 20% 12 26% 13 W% 2B aT 
CoM D INST 12 8% 3B 76% 25 66% 1 73% 
“15 15% 50 49% “3 3% 1039 80% 
SEPARATE INSTACLATICNS 16 40% 7 30% 3 33% 2% 36% 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 2 BO 18 70% 6 8% & Bh 
TOTAL REPORTED “O 5% 2B 3% “9 1% 72 28% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS se _ & Oo 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 5 38% 0 0% 3 3% 16 35% 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 3 8% 3 100% 5 67% 65% 
TOTAL REPORTED wh 1% “3 6% “9 17% “52 20% 
ALSiZS a at ne ud ae 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 36% 23 26% 2 1% 81 32% 
COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 63 64% 64 74% 49 69% 176 68% 
TOTAL REPORTED “9 39% "873% “Ti 28% 257 100% 
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1985 TABLE 2.2 
ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING 
Private Institutions 
a la ee NO. PCT - NO. PCT NO. PCT NO: PCT 


P| Rees 


TOTAL REPORTED 


ALSwES : 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 2% 35 
3X MBINED INSTALLATIONS Wi 5% 50 
TOTAL REPORTED “58 8S 
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1985 TABLE 3.0 


CHAPTER TWO: 


ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING 


Al! Institutions 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR 


ORGANIZATK 


TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


29 a 


NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL (INSTITUTIONS = = as » “2s > 
PRESIDENT 0 it, 5 & 4 2% 9 10% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 im 5 & 0 O% 7 8% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 4 3% 10 1% 3 20% 17 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 & 7 12% 1 -™% 8 % 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 2 1% 23 3K 5 33% D 3% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 % 0 O% 0 0% 0 O&% 
OTHER OFFICER 4 3% «10 «1% 2 13% 16 18% 
JOTAL REPORTED 12 100% 60 100% 15 100% 87 100% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS : py Hed aes eS Ses ade 
PRESIDENT 4 o% 12 16% 5 1% 21° 13% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 5 11% 7 3 8% 15 9% 
ADMIN-VICE PRES - ~~ 12 Be 82) 2% 14 BMH AB 0% 
ACADEMCC VICE PRES 6 1% 12° 16% 1 3% 19 12% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 9 2% 8 1% 9 2% 2% 1% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 4% 1 -1% 1 Se 4 3% 
OTHER OFFICER - 8 31% 6 2% “5 1% 2B 1% 
__-TOTALREPORTED = — 45 100% 77 100% 38 100% 160 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS ae : 
PRESIDENT - 2 & 2 B% 2 2h 6 M% 
EXECUTIVE VIGE-PRES 5% 2 Bh 111% 8 o% 
ADMIN VICE PRES ~~ 15 28% & 3t% 4 4&% 27 W% 
IGADEMIG VICE PRES 4 8% & 1% 0 O% 8 9% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 10 19% 2 & 2 2% 14 1% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 5 % 1 4% 0 0% 6 -™% 
OTHER OFFICER -. 13° 2% =7 2% 0 0% 20 22% 
TOTAL REPORTED _ 5d__100% 26 100% 9 100% 8919055 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
PRESIDENT == 3% 1 50% 3 0% 4 8% 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 4 10% 0 -0% 3 33% 7 19% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 1 2% 1 50% 2 2% 14 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 0% 0 0% 1 11% 1 2% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 8 20% 0 0% 0 0% 8 15% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 4 {t% 0 % 0 0% 4 8% 
OTHER OFFICER ii 27% 0 0% 3 59% 42 14 27% 
TOTAL REPORTED 41 100% 2 100% 9 100% 2 100% 
ALLSWZES ae Ea = Ee 
PRESIDENT. --- ---- 9 6% 2 12% 1 1% 40 10% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 16 11% 14 8% 7 10% 37 10% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 43° 28% 24% (2 BKC: 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 10M! = 6% 3 4% % O% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 29 «19% 20% 16 23% 78 20% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES i o™% 2 1% im % &% 
OTHER OFFICER 2% 33 0% 10 4% 77 20% 
JOTAL REPORTED 152 100% 165 100% 71 100% 386 100% 
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20 CHAPTER TWO: ORGANIZATION 


lic >: - 1985-TABLE -3,.2--- ------~ 
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTI EMS REPORTING 
—Private- institutions - = —-——_ ~~ - 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS ; 2, 
PRESENT -- --- 0 -% 2 4% 0 &% 2 & 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 2% 5 10% o O&% 7 12% 
ADMIN VE .PRES 1 1% 8 16% 0 0% 9 16% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 -% 7 4% © % F 1% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES _ 2 % 2a 43% o O&% 23 40% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES (0) O% o 0 0 &% 
OTHER OFFICER 3 BY 6 1% 0 % G 18% 
TOTAL REPORTED 8 100% 49 100% 0 O% 57 100% 
PRESENT -- --- = 4 13% 6 ai 0 & 10 1% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 10% 2 ™ o % 5 & 
ADMIN VICE PRES. - 10 3% 0 7 BH UOC MH 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4° 13% 4 4% o % 8 14% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 4 13% 2 &% 0 0% 6 10% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 % 1% 0 mH 2 &% 
OTHER OFFICER 4 1% 6 2% 0 % 10 1% 
TOTAL REPORTED 3 100% 28 100% 0 0% 58 100% 

MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS a a ae 
PRESIDENT --- >> 1 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 1% Oo 0 2 11% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 3 1% 8 13% 0 Mm 4 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 -6% 0 % o % 1 5% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 5 HK o && oO & 5 26% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 13% 1 3% 0 &% 3 16% 
OTHER OFFICER 2 13% 1 3% 0 &% 3 “16% 
TOTAL REPORTED 16 100% 3 100% 0 O% 19 100% 

UARCE INSTITUTIONS : = = te ose 
PRESIDENT te) om 0 O% 0 & o &% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 3% 0 % 0 % 1 2% 
ADMIN VICE PRES: > 2 6% 8 o % 2 67% 
ACADEMK VICE PRES 0 o% 0 O% Oo &% o 0% 
BUSINESS.VICE PRES 6 0 O% 0 o% 0 o% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES © &% 0 M% 6 % 9 O% 
OTHER OFFICER 0 ~% 0 _0% 0 _0% 2 0% 
TOTAL REPORTED 3 100% 0 & . 0 ™ “3 100% — 

ALL'SIZES ~~ 3 : 

PRESIDENT 5 % B 10% o 0% 13 9% 
EXEGUTIVE VICE DAES ee a, nc 
ADMIN-VICE PRES - —- 16 28% 16 20% 0 &% 32. 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 5 1 14% 0 % 15 12% 
BUSINESS.VICE PRES _ 11% 3% 25% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3 S% 2% 0 0% 5 4% 
OTHER OFFICER _ —3 “6% _13 1% —0 _0% 16% 
TOTAL REPORTED 57. 100% a0 100% O 0% 137 190% 
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1985 TABLE 3.3 


0 o~ 1 4% 1 3% 2 & 
1 1% 2% jo % 3% 
3 4% 5 2% 1 3% 8 2% 
0 m% 1 4& 0 &% 1 K 9 
2 a 12 48% 1 3% 15 43% 
0 % 0 % OO & 0 -% 
1 14% 4 16% oc o& 5 14% 
7 1 SB 100% 3 100% %S_ 100% 
2 12% 1 5% 1 a 4 &&% 
1 & 1 5% 1 & 3 &% 
5 6 2% 6 4% 17 3% 
2 12% 2 o&% 0 O% 4 &% 
4 3% 5 2% 5 8% 14 2% 
4 6% Oo -% 0 % 1 (2% 
2 12% “7 2% 0 —3 1% 
17 100% __22 100% 13 100% §2 100% 
a, a a 3 i om 1% 
0 % 1 11% 0 -% 1 -3% 
9 SM 4 4&% 1 S% 14 48% 
1 &% 1 11% a a ae 3 
3 1% 1 1% 1 3% 5 1% 
3 18% 1 11% oOo O& 4 14% 
1 —&% 3 3% 5 -o% 2 s™ 
17. 100%. 9 100% 3 100%. 2B 100% 
PRESIDENT == 0 % jo % Oo -% C % 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 -% 0 % 1 3% 2 11% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 4 27% 0 % 1 3N 5 BY 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 % 0 % Oo % Oo 
BUSINESS VICE-PRES 5 3% 0 0% 0 % 5 2% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 ™% 0 O% 0 O% 1 6% 
OTHER OFFICER 4 OM 0 % i 3% 5 26% 
TOTAL REPORTED 15 10% 0 0% 3 100% 18 100% 
ALL SUES. . 
PRESIDENT -- ---- 2 4% 2 & 3% 87 && 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 5% 4 & 2% oo 
ADMIN VICE PRES 2 3% 5 2% 9 41% 45 34% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 3° 4 -% 0 &% 7 -5% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 14 3% 18 32% 7 &% 3B 2% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 5 om 1 & 0 mh 6 & 
OTHER OFFICER 6 4% 12 2% 1 5% 2 1% 
TOTAL REPORTED 56 100% 56 i00% 22 100% 134 100% 
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1985 TABLE 3.4 _ 
ADMINISTRATIVE. INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING 
Separate installations in Public Institutions 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. 
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Separate installations in Private institutions 


Tre 


ic 

= 

Ou OP Wo. 
2 


2 
ser eee 
ee 


gaaeg lalkigisa' 


eae 


glRsigadaai 
gaag lales 


fe} 
BA ssicab naeltea ties 
Ble a3 
BB coe as 


100% 
o% 
O% 
40% 
O% 


a O10. 010: 
> 
2 


B 
ncceeecscats 


' Pim ow: ! Mg, 
| 2S BQ) Ps |3: 
De maze esae 8 

alaaaizaaz Sle8ga8siz 


re NIA ON 1O'o: 
7 | 
lg33 


ale oiooono oe 


gazaaz lalsag 
8 


Zi8 
iZ 


= 


giz 
REE: 


les 
Fer 


olooo:.C ooo: 


ol ocaqao co 2 
lgzsiizaai lals 
g 


s 
Y 
R 
ee eee 


§ 


aie 


Pein Gets SB wie. 
Rigg 


| : I 
wl. Oi wD IPD 
§laadiaSes 
Slave eiDo Oo DO: 


8 
§ 
2 
8 
a 


Gd). 
he 


o.. 
ERIC 


24 CHAPTER TWO: ORGANIZATION 
-- 1985. TABLE 3.6--- : 
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING 
All Combined installations 
_ UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
Sree NO PCT __ NO. PCT _NO- PCT _NO._ PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS 
PRESIDENT = o % 4 11% 3% 7 1% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 2% 3% 0 4 8% 
ADMIN VICE PRES-- 1 20% 5 14% 2 17% 8 15% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES oO 6 1% 1 &&% 7 18% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 1 3% 4 Be 15 2% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 :% 0 % 0 O% C  % 
OTHER OFFICER__ 3 8% 6 1% 2 1% 1 2% 
~“TOTAL REPORTED 5 100% _ 35-10% - 12 100% 52 100% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 
PRESIDENT = 2 ™% 1 Oe 4 1% i7 165 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 4 14% 6 41% 2 -8&% 120 44% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 8 2% 15 2% 8 3% 865i OH 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4 4% 10 18% 1 AH 15 14% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 5 19% 3% 4 10% 12 1% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 4% 1 2% 1 4% 3 3% 
OTHER OFFICER... a ae 9 16% 5 2% 16 1% 
___“TOTALREPORTED — 25 100K «= 55 10% «= 5 100% = 108 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS ee a ° es =. 
PRESIDENT 2 Sh 2 1% 11% 5 & 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 5 14% 1 6% 1 1% 7 1% 
ADMINVICEPRES 6 Wh 4 BR 3 HH 13 21% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 3° & 4 22% 0 .% 7 11% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 7 19% 1 && 1 1% 9 15% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 % 0 O% 0% 2 &% 
] 12 3% 6 3% 0 0% 18 3% 
ORTED 37 100% 18 100% 6 100% 61 100% 
3 1% 1 50% 0 % 4 1% 
3 1th o % 2 33% 5 15% 
7 2% 1 50% 1 17% 9 26% 
0 % 0 0% 1 17% 1 3% 
BUSINESS VICE PRESIDENT 3 12% 0 0% ¢ 3° o% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3 1% 0 % 0 M% 3 % 
OTHER OFFICER 7 2% 0 % 2 3% 9 26% 
TOTAL REPORTED 26 100% 2 100% 6 100% 34 100% 
18 1% 8 6% 3 1% 
10 % 5 10% 28 11% 
5 23% 14 29% G1 2d% 
20 18% 3 6% DD 1% 
15 14% 5 18% = 15% 
1 1% 1 & 8 3% 
21 18% 9 18% 56 22% 
110 100% 49 100% 255 1 
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oars te -1985- TABLE 3.7... ----- 
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING 


Combined Installations in Public Institutions-- _ -—- - --— 


UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR = ALL TYPES 
ae NO. — PCT — NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS ; 
PRESIDENT - -_ 0 % 2 &% 3 BR Ss 2k% 
EYECUTIVE VICE PRES 0 -% 0-% 0 &% 6 &% 
ADMIN VICE PRES — 1 50% 2 2% 2 1% 5 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 Om 0 i 8% 1 5% 
BUSI.CSS VICE PRES _- cm 1 14% 4 3% 5 26% 
COMPUTING-VICE PRESIDENT 0 0% 0 O% 0 % 0 O% 
OTHER OFFICER _ 1 mk 2 2% 2 1% 5 24% 

__-“TOTACREPORTED-= = tH 7 100% 12 100% 21 100% 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS : 
PRESIDENT 0 M% 6 1% 4 1% 10 14% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 1% 4 1% 2 8% <8 1% 
ADMIN VICE PRES. - 2 1% 12° 92% 8 32% 22 WH 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 im 6 te 1 &% 8 im 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 4 3%® 2 Se 4 1% 10 14% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 O% 0 Oo 1 4% 1 1% 
OTHER OFFICER - 2 i 7 19% 5 20% 14 19% 

_——TCTAL REPORTED —— 12 100% 37 100% 25 100% 74 100% 

MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS : : 
PRESISENT. 1 4% 213% 1 1% 4% 
EXECUITVE VICE PRES 3 13% 1 6% 1 1% 5 11% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 4 1m 4 Be 3° 50% 41 24% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 & j39 1% jo % 5 1% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 3 13% 1 6% 1 1% 5 11% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 4% 0 O% oo” 1% 
OTHER OFFICER 10 42% 5 3% 0 O% 15 33% 
TOTAL REPORTED 4 100% 16 100% 6 100% 46 100% 

LARGE INSTITUTIONS es: = oo 2S 
PRESIDENT -- ---- 3 13% 1 50% 0 % 4 13% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 8% 0 2 3% 4 13% 
AOMIN-VICE PRES. -- & &B% 1 50% 1 1% 8 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 % 0 % 1 1% 1 &% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 3° 1% 0 Os 0 & 3% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3 1% 2 0% 0 O% 2% 
OTHER OFFICER — 7 2% 0 O% 2 2% 2 28% 

24 100% 2 100% 6 100% 32 100% 

4 & 11 8 16% 23 13% 

7 1% 5 8% 5 10% 7 10% 

1S (ai% 19 31% 14 20% 46 2% 

4 & 9 18% 3% 1 

0 1% 4 & 9 ih 23 1% 

“4 = 6% 0 -% 1 2% 5 3% 

2 32% 1 2 9 41m -B BS 

. 62 100% =? 100% a 10% 173. 100% 
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TOTAL REPORTED 


~ TARGE INSTITUTIONS 
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ADMIN!STRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING 
Combined Installations in Private Institutions 


BUSINESS VICE PRES _ 
COMPUTING ViCE PRES 
OTHER OFFICER 


UNIVERSITES FOURYEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO PCT 
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COMPUTING VICE PRES 
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ACADEMIC VICE PRES 
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COMPUTING VICE PRES 
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TOTAL REPORTED 
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1985 TABLE 4.0 =~ 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING 


All institutions .— —— 


0 -m™% 4 &® o© ®m® 4 & 

1 10% 2 5% o % 3 5% 

2 2% 2 &% oO & 4 & 

6 % 28 6% 6 6% 0 6% 

0 % 6% 1 10% 5 & 

0 om 0 % + 0 

1 10% 3 °™% 3 30% 7 1% 

10 100% 43 100% 10 100% 63 100% 

1 ™ §&§ 4% 2 & Tt 1% 

3° % sm 2 &% 9 &% 

6 1% 12 A% 3 1% =a 18H 

14 41% = 20 HMC IH 

4 12% 2 4% 3 12% 9 &% 

1% 1 & 1 &% 3 & 

5 15% 9 16% 6 24% 2 1% 

34 100% 56 100% 2 100% 115 100% 

PRESIDENT --- 2. § 2 1% 1 13% 5 ™& 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3° ™% 0 O% 1 1% 4 & 
ADMIN VICE PRES _ 6 ue 84 AH 82 Be 12 1M 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 12 2% 9 4% 3° 38% a B% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 4 10% 1 &% 0 O% 5 ™% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3 ™% 1 & 0 % 4 & 
OTHER OFFICER 12 2% 2 11% 1 1% 15 22% 
TOTAL REPORTED 42 100% 19 100% 8 100% 69 100% 
PRESIDENT 1 4% 1 oY 0 &% 2 & 
EXECUTIe VICE PRES 2 % 0 % OF % 2 &% 
ADMIN VICE PRES ---- £ 1% 1 3% 0 -% 4 49% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4° 1% 1 OY 3° 60% 8 26% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES _ 2 % 0% jo % $$j2 & 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3° 13% o Of o -% 3 1% 
OTHER OFFICER 8 3% 0 O% 2 40% 10 32% 
TOTAL REPORTED 23 100% 3 100% 5 100% 31 100% 
ALL SZES--~ se Se es =e we! 
PRESIDENT 2s 4 4 15 12% 3° 6% 2 & 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES a & 6 3° & 18 «6% 
ADMIN VICE PRES: ~ - 7 1% 8=618 1% 05 10% 15H 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES a a ee) 2 42% 114 41% 
BUSIESS VICE PRES 0 mm 7 & © MR A MH 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 7 -&% 2 &% ees.) 10 4% 
OTHER OFFICER - 2B 2% 14 1% 12 25% 52 19% 
____ TOTAL REPORTED — 109 100% 121 100% 48 100% 278 100% 
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a 

_ 22 1985. TABLE 4.4-- ----- 

ACADEMIC. COMPUTING REPORTING 
Public Institutions == -—-~—- —--—--- 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO:_ PCT __NO_PCT....NO. PCT NO. PCT 
PRESIDENT . - 0 Of 2 a 0 O% 2 10% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 6% 0 -% 0 % oO o% 
ADMIN VICE PRES: -— 1 3% 1 14% 0 0% 2 1% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 50% 2 2% 6 6% 10 48% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 % 0 & +t 10% 1 &% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 -% 0 % OO &% 0 0% 
OTHER OFFICER. _1 By 2 o% 3 30% 6 2% 
TOTAL REPORTED sk 100K 7 10H 10 100% 21 100% 
PRESIDENT -- 6 Mm 41% 2 &m 6 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 4% 3 -8% 2 & #7 
ADMIN-VICE PRES —— 3 21% = 10-28% 3 1% ©6116 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES i a os a es 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 32% 2 & 3 tm 8B 11% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 ™% 0 % 1 &% 2 &% 
OTHER OFFICER _3 2% 8 2% 6 4% 17 23% 
TOTAL REPORTED tA tO % 100% 23 100% 75 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS aa a 
PRESDENT 1% 2 1% 1 1% 4 ™%& 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 2 & 0 O% 113% 3 5% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 5 16% 4 2% 2 a 11 19% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES a 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 2 -&% 1 -6% 0 % 3 5% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 0% 1 50% 0 3 2% 
OTHER OFFICER | +i -U% 1 1 13% 13 23% 
TOTALREPORTED. _. __32_100% 17. 100% 8 100% 57 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS ; Ste 
PRESIDENT 1 -5% 1 3% 0 & 2 ™ 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 2 10% 0 -% 0 O% 2 ™% 
ADMIN VICE PRES ~~ 2 10% 1 3% o &% 3 10% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4 1% 1 Sh 803 6k Om 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 21% 0 % 0 % 2% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3% 0 0 O% 3 10% 
OTHER OFFICER - 7 % 0 2 40% 9 31% 
TOTAL REPORTED 21 100% 3 100% 5 100% 29 100% 
ALL SZES. = St So - 
PRESENT 2% j%8 4% 3 & th & 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 6 & 3 & 3 6% 12 =% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 15% 16% 5S 10% 32 18% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 18 BY =H AHS 3M 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 7 1% 3 5% 4 B 14 B% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 5 ™% 0 OM i & 6 
OTHER OFFICER 2 3% 1 1% 12 Be 45 25% 
—— TOTAL REPORTED 71 1008 = G3 100% «= 4B 100% = 182 100% 


1985 TABLE 4.2 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING 
Private Institutions 


NO. PCT NO. PCT _ NO. PCT NO. PCT. 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS : : 
PRESIDENT . 0 &% 2 & 0 &% 2 5% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES i 1% 2 &% 6 % 9% 
ADMIN VICE PRES —— 1 1% "1 8% 0 O% “2 5% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4 6% 2% 7% 0m %O Me 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 0% 4 1% 0 Om -& im 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 % 0 % oOo M% OO O&% 
OTHER OFFICER 0 .% 17% (0 _™ (1 -™ 
TOTAL REPORTED 6 100% 36 100% Oo  % 42 100% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS = ae . 
PRESIDENT . _- 1 5% 4 2% 0 O% 5 19% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES i 5% 1 -5% 6 &% 2 5% 
ADMIN VICE PRES ——- 3 1% 2 10% 0 % 5 13% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 12% nN 55% o &% 23 58% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES _ i 5% 0 % io O& 1 3% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES o -&% 1 5% 0 % 1 ® 
OTHER OFFICER . “2 “10% 1 5% 0 _o% 3 
TOTAL REPORTED 20.100%  _20 100% Oo 0% 40__100%. 
MED-LARGE: INSTITUTIONS ; . 
PRESIDENT 1 10% 0 0 0% i &% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 10% © % 0 O% 1 8% 
ADMIN -VICE PRES —- 1 10% o O% 0 1 8% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 0 O% 6 2 1% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 2 2% 0 O% 0 O% 2 1% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 2% 1 50% 0 0% 3 25% 
OTHER OFFICER a 10% - 1 50% 0 2 im 
__" TOTAL REPORTED: 10 100%. 210%- -0 O&% 12 100% 
UARGE INSTITUTIONS - 
PRESIDENT o m% 0 % 0 % Oo % 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 0 -&% o 0 O% 0 -% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 1 50% 0 % oo ™* 1 50% 
ACKDEMIG VICE PRES o 0% 0% ao % 0 O% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES — 0 & 0 O% 0 0 O% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 % 0 0 0 O% 
OTHER OFFICER 1 50% 0 0 % 1 50% 
TOTAL REPORTED 2 100% 0 &% 0 2 100% 
ALL SZES : . . - o> 
PRESIDENT - 2 5% 6 10% 0 % & &% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 8% 3° 5% 0 O% 6 6% 
ADMIN VICE PRES. Cr) a n,n) 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 18 47% «60357 AH OHSCSS™H 
BUSINESS VICE PRES. 3° 8% 4 ™ 0 7 > ™ 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 5% 2 % 0 OF 4 6% 
OTHER OFFICER 41% 3 5% 0% 7 ™ 
TOTAL REPORTED 38 100% 58 100% 0 0% 96 100% 
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_ ..1985 TABLE -4.3-- 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING 
Aa Separate instakations 
UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 

NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. 
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4985 TABLE 44 
ACADEMIC. COMPUTING REPORTING - 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS = wee 2 oe 
PRESIDENT --- ---- Go % 1 oy o 0% 1 13% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES o O&% 0 O% 0 O% oO &% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 100% i 3% 2 6% 5 6% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES. 0 % 0 O% 0 0% 0 O% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 0% 0 0% 0 & OO -o% 
OTHER OFFICER 2 _%&% _1 BH 1 BH 2% 
TOTAL REPORTED 2 10% 3 100% 3 100% 8 100% 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS a ee oa = 2 = aries 
PRESIDENT --~ --—~ 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 0 O% 0 O% 1 10% i -5% 
ADMIN VICE PRES i 3% 113% 0 0% 2 10% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 % 2 2% 6 GR 8 38% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 O% 2 o% 1 10% 314% 
OTHER OFFICER 1 33% 3 38% 2 20% 6 (20% 
TOTAL REPORTED 3 100% 8 100% 10 100% 21 100% 

MED-LAAGE INSTITUTIONS a Ea 2 25 =o 28 “4 
PRESIDENT --- ~~~ 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 ™% 0 % 0 &% 1 4% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 32% 151% 0 0% 4 1% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 7 0% 5 83% 2 6% 14 61% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0% 0 % 0 &% 0 & 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 0 0h 0 % 0 -% 0 % 
OTHER OFFICER 3 2i% 0 & j 1 3% 4 Im 
TOTAL REPORTED 14 100% 6 100% 4 100% 23 100% — 


LARGE INSTITUTIONS ee = 3: Z 
PRESIDENT. ._ 0 O% 0 0% 0 % 0 0% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 18% 0 0% 0 O% 1 10% 
ADMIN VICE PRES. - 0 -0% 0 O% 0 0 % 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4 50% 0 O% 1 50% 5 50% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 -O% 0 % 0 % 0 &% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 1 13% e o% 0 -0% 1 10% 
OTHER OFFICER _2 2% 0 0% _1 50% 3 3% 
TOTAL REPORTED 8 10% 0 &% 2.100% 10 100% 
ALL SZES—-—- a” 
PRESIDENT : 0 & i & 0 1 2% 
EXEGUTIVE VICE PRES 2 ™ © % 41 & 3 -5% 
ADMIN VICE PRES: —— 4 15% 2 12% 0 0% 6 10% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 13° 48% 8 47% 1 61% 32 52% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 % j2 1% 1 && 3 5% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 0 .% 0 O% 2 & 
OTHER OFFICER _ oo. a a. 5 28% 15 2k% 
___TOTAt REPORTED 27_100% 17.100% 18 1 62 100% 
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- ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING 


UNIVERSITIES FOURYEAR TWOYEAR ALL TYPES 
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ASS TABLE 45 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING-REPORTING 


NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 

3 1% Oo O% 3.8 

i 4% 0 % 2 & 

2 0 -% 3 

12 52% 4 5™% 18 51% 

4 17% 1 14% 5 14% 

0 o&% 0 -% 0 0% 

21 6% —2 2% 4 TT 

2.100% 7 100% 35 100% 

7 18% 2 13% «= 10 13% 

4 1 -™% 8 1% 

11 26% 3 2% 19 24% 

a 3% 2 1% 2 2% 

0 o% 2 1% 5 6% 

1 2% 1 -™% 2 & 

6 a% 42%) 43 16% 

431% 15 100% 100% 

PRESENT. 2 & 2 1% 1 20% 5 1% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 -& 0 -% 1 20% 3 ™ 
ADMIN VICE PRES. _ 3 1% 3 2% 2 40% 8 19% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES ce, 9 2% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 4 1% i & o o% 5 12% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 & Oo &% 0 Of 2 3% 
OTHER OFFICER 3 2 1% om 861 2% 
__—“TOTALREPORTED 26 100% = 12: 100% 5 100% 3 100% 
PRESDENT 1 ™ 1 33% 0 &% 2 10% 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 1 -™% 0 -% 0 & 1 (5% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 3° 21% 1 Be 0 O% 4 20% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0% 1 33% 2 6% 3 15% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES - 2 14% 0 0% 0 % 2 10% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 2 14% 0 Of 0 O% 2 10% 
OTHER OFFICER 5S %% 0 Om i 33% 6 30% 
TOTAL REPORTED 14 100% 3 100% 3 100% 20 100% 
ALL SIZES S aa 2, . ox= ee, oe es 
PRESIDENT --- ---- 4 -&% 139 16% 3 10% 20 11% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 7 10% 5 & 2 s™ 14 8% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 12 1% 8617 AN § 1% BW 1% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 12 18% = 38% 9 0% 53 3% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 9 1% 5 &% 3 10% 17 10% 
COMPUTING VICE PRES a & i 1% 1% 6 Om 
OTHEA OFFICER 18 2% 9 1% 7 2% 34 10% 
TOTAL REPORTED 67 100% 81 100% 3% 100% 178 100% 
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“ 4985- TABLE. 4.7... 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING REPORTING | 
Combined instalations in Pubic Institutiors —  --—-- 


= ee NO__PCT 
PRESIDENT - 0 &% 1 3% 0% 1 && 
EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES 0 ™ 0 -%& oOo & 0 -% 
ADMIN VICE PRES 1 0% 1 2% 0 O% 2 15% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0 1 2% a 5% 5 3% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 0% jo %& 1 14% 4 & 
COMPUTING-VICE PRES 0 % 0 %& 0 O% 0 0% 
OTHER OFFICER 1 5% 125% 2 Wm 4% 
__-“TOTACREPORTED- 2 100%. 4 100% 7 100% 13 100% 
0% 4 1% 2 1% 6 11% 
2 18% 3° 41% 1 -™ 6 11% 
2 1% 9 3% 3 2% 1% 2% 
2 18% 7 a 2 1% 11 2% 
3 2% 0 o& 2 1% 5 9% 
0 O% 0 0% 1 ™% 1 2% 
2 18% 5 1& 4 mM 11 20% 
11 100% 28 100% 15 100% 54 100% 
1 6% 2 18% 1 2% 4 1% 
1 & 0 % 1 20% 2 &% 
2 11% 3 2% 2 40% 7 2% 
3 1% 4 &% 1 2% 8 24% 
2 1% 1 % 0 O% 3 8% 
1% 6 0% o 0% 1 3% 
8 Ms 1% 0 O% 9 2% 
18 100% 11 100% 5 100% 34 100% 
1 & 1 3% 0 O% 2 11% 
+ 8% 0 % 0 &% 1 5% 
2 15% 1 3% 0 -% 3 16% 
0 0% 1 33% 2 6% 3 16% 
2 15% 0 0 O% 2 11% 
2 15% 0 O% 0% 2 11% 
5 38% 0 0% 1 3% 6 2% 
TOTAL REPORTED 13 100% 3 100% 3 100% 19 100% 

ALL SIZES---- S fe Sai ee : 

PRESIDENT 2 s& 8 1% 3° 10% 13 11% 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 4% $3 -% 2 -™ 9 8% 
ADMIN VICE PRES:— ~ 7 1% 14 3% 5 1% 2% 2% 
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 5 1% 13 28% 9 30% 27 2% 
BUSINESS VICE PRES 7 16% 1 & 3 1% 1 
COMPUTING VICE PRES 3 -% 0 -0% 1 3% -4 -3% 
OTHER OFFICER 16 36% 715% "7 "23% 90 “25% 
TOTAL REPORTED 44 100% 46 100% 30 100% 120 _ 100% 
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Chapter Three 


The CAUSE Member Institution Profile surveys of 1980. 1983. and. 1985 all 
requested the same information about the number of FTE (full-time 
equivalent) -staff members-in each-of-five functional-areas:-management; 
analysis and programming, systems programming, operations, and 
clerical..-If the installation.combined administrative and academic 


computing, the respondent-was also-asked for an-estimate of the percent in 


each category. that could be attributed to the administrative information 
systems activities of the installation. 


Stat Distribution by Category 
As in _presiaus years, the distribution of adiiuistrative inforatcHi 


systems. staff--in -1985 -is- sesscnab ly ci consistent for- the -different 
seaplane ll gle ‘The management staff averages 12: percent-of total 
percent- in - Sel emcee -The- cnptications- development. staff 
(analysis/ programming) averages 45 percent of total staff, from a low of 32 
percent.in small institutions to. a high of.51-percent. in. medium-large 


institutions. Private institutions, also-at-51]-percent, tend-to have a-higher 
of applications development staff than public institutions. - 
_. -- Exeept-in small- institutions, where — ia tend to perform 
many -of the-applications ¢ 1ent- activitie: 


devoted to- management and_to. analysis/p rogramming is- relatively 


fae Geen eteece eantdcenl ae, The-operations nail serene 
28. percent of total staff, private institutions (at 22- pease being lower 
than. public,- -and large institutions having the highest. percentage (32 
percent) among the size categories. Clerical staff-averaged:9 percent of-total 
staff. oo ee 


for ail institutions. The: ae nage ditt for each ar ine sitet major 
institutional groups follows. essentially the. same pattern, ‘so orily. the 
chart -for-all-institutions- appears. Detailed-information on administrative 


systems. staffing for 1985 appears in Tables 5.0 through 5.8 at the end of 
this chapter. 
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Figure 7 
AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION—ALL INSTITUTIONS 


BY STAFF CATEGORY 
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7 Figure 9 


BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 


AIS STAFF. DISTRIBUTION 
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PERCENT ' ' 


_. _.....Figure 10 


AIS STAFF. DISTRIBUTION—SYSTEMS.. PROGRAMMER 


BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 
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BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 


AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION—OPERATIONS 
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Figure 12 


AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION—CLERICAL 
BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 
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operating systems, Dat te ae ee ter usage; are the 

primary reasons for the decrease in the need for operations staff... As. more 
and more- administrative applications-are- identified. -the- demand-for 
applications -development. staff increases in all institutional: computing 
environments. Those institutions which were the farthest behirid in 1980 
have had to increase applications development staff more than others to 


catch up with the automation of administrative tasks. 
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: “ Even 1 in institutions where administrative systems Software is 
peing purchased instead of developed internally, systems anaiysts and 
programmers-are-required to work with company staff to tailor and 
implement the proprietary software packages for the institutional 
efivironment..- --- 

--. ~Fhe-average_ increase in the analyst/ programmer ‘siaff between 


1980 and 1985 was 7 percent (from 38 -percent-to 45 percentt. -Private 
institutions showed: a 19 pace increase, as opposed to 4 percent for 
arg t increase (13 


gap ot de 1980 and 1985 the percentage of analysts/ programmers 


in- oe -academic- -and --administrative- computing. installations 


increased more-(up -10 percent.-from-37 percent to 47 percent) than in 
separate. ddintinistratire instal lations (up only 3 percent, from 39 percent 


to 42 
The decrease in operations staif between: 1980 and 1985 averaged 6 
paccich from. 34_ ee to aS . Percent, In 1980, the- operations staff 


systems p programmers was more evident in separate administrative com- 
puting -installations. than in combined installations. Clerical staff 
decreased or remained the same in all institutional groups except the four- 
year and two-year institutions, which experienced a slight increase. 
Overall, clerical staff decreased from 10 percent to 9 percent between 1980 


and 1985. 
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Figures-13 through 17 show the percentage change between 1980 and 1985. 
for each of the five staff categories. Detailed information on AIS staff 
distribution for 1985 appears in Tabies 5.0 through 5.8 at the end of this 


chapter. 


—.... Figure 13 
Als STAFF _ DISTRIBUTION—MANAGEMENT 
1980-1985 CHANGE—BY INSTITUTION GROUP 
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_ Figure 14 = 
AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION—ANALYST/PROGRAMMER 
1980-1985 CHANGE—BY INSTITUTION GROUP 
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oo Figure 18 
AIS STAFF _DISTRIBUTION—SYSTEMS PROGRAMMER 
1980-1985 CHANGE—BY INSTITUTION GROUP 
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Figure 16 
AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION—OPERATIONS 
1960-1985 CHANGE—BY INSTITUTION GROUP 
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Figure 17 
AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTILN—CLERICAL 


1980-1985 CHANGE—BY INSTITUTION GROUP 
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Average Statt Size 


staff-size in terms of full-time equivalent (FTE) for-institutions in each of 
the four size -groups.. The. data on ‘average staff for all institutional 
categories in 1985 are displayed in Tables 5.0 through 5.8 at the end of this 


To summarize the 1980-1985 shifts, Figures 18 through 21. show average 


chapter.--- - es ae ; a 
____ Staff size comparisons are meaningful only among institutions of 

similar size, and even then. comparisons should be general because of the 

wide variance between institutional control and type. 

Figure 18 

AVERAGE AIS. STAFF—LARGE INSTITUTIONS 


BY STAFF CATEGORY 
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_ _. Figure 19. 


AVERAGE AIS STAFF—MED/LARGE INSTITUTIONS 


BY STAFF CATEGORY 
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Figure 2000 
AVERAGE AIS STAFF—MEDIUM-SIZED INSTITUTIONS 
BY STAFF CATEGORY 
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Figure 21 ; 
AVERAGE AIS. STAFF—SMALL. INSTITUTIONS 


BY STAFF CATEGORY 
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staff categories. The ‘largest increase for any single staff group was in 
ysts/ programmers in the medium-large institutions. Operations and 

clerical staff decreased between 1980 and 1985 for ali institutional sizes. 

The_reasons for this decrease have been described above in the section on 

staff distribution by category. 

-=----:--The large. decrease-in the systems programming- staff for large 

institutions ‘ts m+st ead due: “to the. maturation of Seapets ae 


their computing environment and because of the reel for maintenance 
after it is written. Most institutions would rather utilize their precious 
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ae Te increase in the size of the systems programming staff's in the 


other institutional size-groups reflects the movement of these institutions 
into more complex operating environments. For. these Anstitutions, _the 


: In- general. the administrative information systems. staff size has 
decreased since 1980.-The distribution of that stalf.. however. indicates 


that a-higher percentage-of- staff resources is being devoted to working with 
the end users of the administrative computing resource. This trend is 


organizational units-and-individuals._But even with this distribution of 
computing, - a central: AIS staff continues to be necessary to coordinate 
administrative application systems and to support departmental comput - 


ing installations within the administrative network. 
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1985. TABLE 5.0 


AIS STAFFING 
All Institutions. por etemcerciaaerta at aici Paateriant 
UNIVERSITIES _ FOUR-YEAR | “TWO-YEAR _ ALL TYPES 
AVGFTE PCY AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS = geet ie = ees 
MANAGEMENT 37 16% 11 22% 07 25% 13° 19% 
ANALYST/PROGR 68 OK 8617 MR 610 BK 22 IK 
SYSTEMS PROGR it -5% 05 10% Ot -4% 05 -™% 
OPERATIONS 83 3% 12 24% 08 20% 20 2% 
CLERICAL 30 19% 8005 10% 02 MH O08 1% 
TOTAL REPORTED — 229 100% 50 100% 28 10% 68 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 8 47 9 64 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS St eS oe te Se Ge 2 
MANAGEMENT 27 19% tA 16% 12 16% 17 14% 
ANALYST/PROGR 86 41% 36 AIH 0 KH AIH 
SYSTEMS PROGR 16 -8% 04 -5% 06 -8% 08 -™& 
OPERATIONS 5:7 2% 22 2% 20 26% 31 26% 
CLERICAL 25 12% 11 1% 08 1h 14 1% 
TOTAL REPORTED — “ott 100% 87 10% 77 10% 118 10% 
INSTNS IN GROUP % ® Ki} 1H 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS ao pe es oo ane Se: ss 
MANAGEMENT 33° «(0% 25 13% 12 1% 28 = % 
ANALYST/PRIOGR 24 5% 84 MH AS HOS? 53% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 19 -5% 12 -6% 08 -& 16 -5% 
89 24% 53 2% 32 28% 72 24% 
GERKAL -25 -™ 49 -10% -16 -14% 22 -™% 
TOTALREPORTED — 377 100% 183 100% 114 10% 25 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP R 19 8 & 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS : : oo) 
MANAGEMENT 65 10% 28 14% 34° 1% 37 13% 
ANALYST/PROGR 1 46% 63 3% 110 36% 16.4 56% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 36 5% 14 Oo™% 21° ™& 21 _™% 
OPERATIONS 08 2 56 BR 102 Be 11.7 40% 
_GERICAL 50 & 33 1% 39 4% 30 -10% 
TOTAL REPORTED 66.0 17% 104 5% 36 B% 39 125% 
WNSTNS INGROUP 3 3 a 45 
ALL SZES 
MANAGEMENT - 40 1% 15 16% $4 1% 25 12% 
ANALYST/PROGR 189 48% 37 40% 40 3% 9.7 45% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 22 & 06 o& 08 & 13 «6% 
OPERATIONS 12 20% 24 2% 30 Be 59 28% 
CLERICAL 33° «&&% 1.1 12% 13 12% 20 9% 
TOTAL REPORTED _ Te eC 
INSTNS IN GROUP 120 12a 60 wo 
r vt 
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-AIS STAFFING. 
~~ Public Institutions. - 


CHAPTER 7 2S 


UNIVERSITIES 


AVG FTE 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS Z 
MANAGEMENT £3 


FOUR-YEAR 
PCT AVGFTE PCT 


TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 


1% 18 13% 


07 2% 22 16% 


ANALYSTPROGR 8 2% $4 Wh 10 3% 49 3% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 18 -5% 30 2% Of 4% 11 8% 
OPERATIONS 148 3% 24 1% 0B 2% 44 SH 
CLERICAL 43 44% 4.4 -10% 02 -™%& 14 10% 
TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 38:0 100% 140 100% 28 100% 134 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 4 4 9 17 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 
MANAGEMENT 28 13% 15 16% 12 16% 1S 15% 
ANALYST/PROGR 82 3% 39 4% 30 3% 42 41% 
” “TEMS PROGR 14° -™% 04 “4% 06 8% 06 6% 
RATIONS 60 28% 24 2% 2.) 26% 28 27% 
sa 28 AM 40 11% 09 1H 121M 
Lot oSORTED M2 100% 92 10% 77 100% 103 100% 
sv UGPOUP.. - id kK) Ky ed 
.. SARGE INSTITUTIONS 
ANAGGMENT 31 11% 21 12% 12 11% 26 11% 
ANALYSTAPRG. 13.7 4% 78 43% 45 39% 107 46% 
S (STEMS "ROC R 7% 1.0 6% 09 8% 14 6% 
OPERATIONS 82 28% 5A Wh 32 28% 66 28% 
CLERICAL 23 -0% 47 OH 1B 14% 20% 
TOTAL REPORTED... 23:0 100% 18.0 100% 11.4 100% 23.3 100% 
_-- INSTNS INGROUP 92 i? a 57 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
MANAGEMENT 61% 28 14% 34° 1% = 54 10% 
ANALYST/PROGR 293 45% 63 3% 11:0 3% 264 44% 
SYSTEMS PROGR a5 5% 14% 21° 7% 31 8% 
OPERATIONS 205 32% 56 2% 102 3% i176 3% 
CLERICAL _ 51 8% 33 1% 39 13% 47% 
TOTAL REPORTED G5 100% 19.4 100% WE 100% 552 100% 
__- ANS NS IN GROUP 2 3. 8 44 
AULSWES. . ; 
MANAGEMENT 44 10% 17 14% 14 19% 27 11% 
ANALYST/PROGR: 189 45% 5.2 42% 40 38% 10:4 44% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 24 6% 08 6% 08 8% 14 6% 
OPERATIONS 181 31% 8994 2% 30 B% 72 d0% 
CLERICAL 36 & 14° 11% 13 12% 22 9% 
TOTAL REPORTED _ 42.4 100% 125 100% 105 100% 23.9 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 82 62 60 204 


TAFFING 
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1985 TABLE 5.2 
AIS STAFFING 
Private Institutions 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS - aes = aay os 

MANAGEMENT 11 4% = 10 28% 0 0% 28 21% 

ANALYST/PROGR 28 3% 2013 8% 0 0% 41° 31% 

SYSTEMS PROGR 0 %& 03 ™& 0 m% 08 

OPERATIONS 18 2% 19 2% 0 0% a1 2% 

_ SLERICAL 18 2&% OS 12% 0 &% 16 12% 

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)_ "79 10% 41 1% mK 
__——INSTNS IN-GROUP 4 a3 0 47 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS we Be ae tie = 7 

MANAGEMENT. 27 18 14 15% 0 0% 21 14% 

ANALYST/PROGR a8 4% 80 KG 0 % 60 a% 

47 HOA ah 0 0% 14 -™% 

55 26% 12 2% 0 0% 38 26% 

24 1% = 12 15% 0 O% 1B 12% 

“Hii 1% 80 Bm 0 O% 148 10% 
NS IN GRO} 2B 2 0 rt) 

37 -% 58 1% 0m 40 % 

447 B% 135 BK 0 0% 315 6% 

24 4% 25 0 % 24 4% 

nl 17% 46 15% 0 0% 10.0 17% 

31% 35 1h 0 O% 32 --8% 

"60 10% 29 10% 0 O% 581 10% 

10 2 ) AB 

120 1% 0 0% 0 O% 180 10% 

’ 570 50% 0 0% 0 0% 570 50% 

SYSTEMS PROGR 60 -5% 0 o&% 0 &% £0 5% 

OPERATIONS 310 2% 0 0% 0 0% 310 2% 

CLERICAL 20 & 0 0 % 8-20 --™% 

TOTAL REPORTED - 1140 10% 0 0% 0 O% 1140 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 1 0 0 i 

a2 9% 13° 2% 0 % 20 1m 

189 5% 23 3% 0 % 83 51% 

13 -& 04 -6% o O% 0s && 

x: er Oe <, 0 W% 36 2% 

l -25 -—™% 68 -1% 6 & 14 & 

TOTAL REPORTEO- "338 10% 62 10% #0 O% 162 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 8 67 0 105 
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1985 TABLE 5.3 
AIS STAFFING 
All Separate installations 
_UNIVERSITES _ FOUR-YEAR _ TWO-YEAR __ ALL TYPES 
AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 


26 1% 10 23% 10 2% 13 2% 
45 2% 15 36% 12 
mm 02 5% 0 02 4% 
ree u 
i) 


483% 12 2% 05 14% 16 28% 
3.0 20% 0S 11% 10 2% 08 14% 
TOTALREPORTED _ 153 100% 44 100% 37 100% 57 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 4 24 2 30 
ME_DIUM INSTITUTIONS ek _ a 
\NAGEMENT _- 35 15% 15 15% 13 18% 22 15% 
ANALYST/PROGR 92 38% 40 41% 30 41% 56 30% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 12 5% 03 Sh 04 SH OF Sm 
OPERATIONS 66 2% 24 3% 19 26% 38 2% 
CLERICAL a4 14% 15 15% 0:7 10% 20 14% 
TOTAL REPORTED — Be 10% 87 ‘Om 73 100% 143 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 15 14 12 4“ 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS _ oe = eo 
GEMENT -~ 44 12% 36 13% 10-9 39 12% 
ANALYST/PROGR 149 M% 130 46% 20 27% 133° 41% 
SYSTEMS PROGR a, a, 
OPERATIONS u5 3% 72 3% 40 36% 98 3% 
CLERICAL 35 10% 30 11% 25 2% 33° 10% 
TOTALREPORTED — %7 100% 24 100% 110 100% 323 100% 
5 Pa) 
0 61 19% 
0 215 85% 
v] 32 10% 
0 19.7 61% 
53 - 0 41 13% 
ry “Oo 606 188% 
NSTNS IN GROUP 4 t) 3 17 
ALL SIZES—- = = = 
MANAGEMENT $1 11% 15 1% 16 15% a1 13% 
ANALYST/PROGR 195 43% 36 40% 38 35% 105 42% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 24 5% 04 4% 07 -&% 13° -5% 
OPERATIONS ai 31% 23% 34 3% 75 30% 
CLERICAL 4.0 --O% 41 1% 15 14%  -24 -10% 
TOTAL REPORTED 51 182% = «6D % «110 44% KB 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 47 re) 18 105 
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1985. TABLE 5.4 
- > AIS STAFFING - .. - 
Separate_Installations in Public Institutions a 


UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR | TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
-  ANGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS ao a 
MANAGEMENT 35 19% 10 12% 1.0 2K 
ANALYST/PROGA 40 2% 35 42% 12 32% 30 31% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 05 % 05 -% 00 om O04 -&& 
OPERATIONS 75 &2% 23 BY 05 14% 33 UX 
CERKAL a5 ime 40 ime 10 2% ia im 
TOTAL STAFF (AVG) “a0 100% 83 10% 37 10% 98 100% 
_—INSTNS IN GROUP. . 2B. de 3 ee aes 
19 15% 
51 40% 
07 5% 
39 0% 
13 10% 
129 100% 
22 
36 11% 
129 41% 
19 6% 
102 32% 
31 10% 
3.7 100% 
18 
0 % 68 o% 
0 o&% 925 45% 
0 O% 395% 
a % 2.0 33% 
56 0 53 7™ 
TOTALREPORTED _ Cr a eT, A 
_ INSTNS IN GROUP 13 0 3 16 
ALSWZES- _ 
MANAGEMENT 57 10% 86019 1% 16 1% 36 11% 
ANALYSTPROGR a 4% 8 72 6% 38 3% 141 43% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 30 5% O08 5% O07 & 18 5% 
OPERATIONS 103 3% 8645 2H 8604 31% 10.7 32% 
CLERICAL 42 & 16 10% 15 14% 28 && 
TOTALREPORTED — "56.0 100% 160 100% 110 im 30 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 30 14 19 6 
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1985. TABLE 5.5 


~. 2, AIS STAFFING = 
Separate Installations in.Private Institutions 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE pcr 


MANAGEMENT 18 14% 11 28% 0 O% 37 38% 
ANALYST/PROGR 50 40% 12 31% 6% 49 50% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 03 2% 02 5% 0 & 06 & 
OPERATIONS 20 16% 10 26% 0 &% 35 3% 
GERIKAL 38 28% 04 10% 0 O% 21 21% 
TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 126 100% 39 100% 0 O% 148 1Six 
INSTNS IN GROUP 2 a O° 23 
MEUM INSTITUTIONS 

MANAGEMENT 31 8% i$ 13% 0 % 25 16% 
ANALYSTIPROGR. 83 2% 27 24% 0 0% 62 30% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 10 3% 02 0 0% 07 4% 
OPERATIONS 47 12% ia 16% 0 % 36 23% 
GERICAL 33% ot 0 0% 28 18% 
TOTAL REPOATED 24 SK | SO 0 0% 158 i0o% 
INSTNS INGROUP. 12 7 0 19 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS . 

MANAGEMENT 60 1% 865.0% 0 % 57 1% 
ANALYSTIPROGR 175 4% = 190 54% 0 O% 160 44% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 35 8% 820 8% 0 0% 30 a 
OPERATIONS 56 2 20 8% 0 % 70 19% 
_CLERICAL 60 14% 20 8% 0 O% 47 19% 
TOTAL REPORTED 425 100% 24.0 100% D9 0%  3%.4 100% 
INSTNS INGROUP 2 1 0 3 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS = oe = 
MANAGEMENT __ 18% 16% t o% © O% 180 16% 
ANALYST/PROGR 570 50% 0 &% 9 0% 570 50% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 60 5% 0 0% 6c 
OPERATIONS 31.0 27% 0 O% 0 O% 310 27 
_ CLERICAL 20 2% 0 O% 0 O% 20 2% 
TOTALREPORTED _ 1140 100% a 0% 0 0% 1140 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 1 0 0 1 
ALLSIZES. Fe - ; _- 
MANAGEMENT -_- 41 15% 13 24% 0 % 23 1% 
ANALYST/PROGR 19 43% 19 35% 0 O% 56 41% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 15 5% O02 &&% 0 OM 0.7 5% 
OPERATIONS 65 24% 12 2% 0 & 22 24% 
CLERICAL 36 13% 08 15% 0 O% 18 13% 
TOTALREPORTED _ 276 100% 54 100% 0 0% 138 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 17 29 0 46 
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1985 TABLE 5.6 
AIS STAFFING 
All Combined in:* ‘ations 


ANALYST/PROGR 


TOTAL REPORTED _ 


INSTNS IN GROUP 


SYSTEMS PROGR 
OPERATIONS 
CLERICAL 
TOTAL REPORTED — 
INSTNS IN GROUP 


AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PC? AVGFTE PCT 


48 
9.0 
15 
18 
30 


18% 


30% 
&% 
1 


aw 


1 


ii 
19 
ty 
12 
06 


57 


1% 
R% 
1% 
21% 


06 2% 
10 40% 
04 4% 
08 3% 
00 0% 


25 100% 


18% 


10% 
23% 
10% 


100% 
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1985 TABLE 5.7 
_......... . AIS _ STAFFING — o_o 


Combined Instaflations in Public Institutions 


AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS 


MANAGEMENT 90 16% 40 1% 06 24% 26 16% 
ANALYST/PROGR 175 3% H2 3M 10 40% 53 se 
SYSTEMS PROGR 30 % 104 UH 890 17 
OPERATIONS 221 38% 24 & 08 32% 2 3K 
C FRICAL 6.0 10% 24 B& 66 O% i et 
* LTAFF (AVG) 57.6 1 30.4 100% 25 100% se 1G 
INS TNS IN GROUP 2 1 7 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS oe ae ee : = a 
MANAGEMENT 21 19% 15° 17% 11 14% 4 15% 
ANALYST/PROGR 68 4% 35 WK 0 RB AH 
SYSTEMS PROGR 12 -™% 04 5% 07 -% 06 -&% 
OPERATIONS 36 2% 23 26% 20 26% 24 2% 
CLERICAL 24 -15% 44 - 0.9 -12% 42 -1% 
TOTAL REPORTED — 16t 4 88 100% 7.7 100% 9.4 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 10 3 23 ot 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS So fa ae ae 
MANAGEMENT 25 10% 18 12% 13° 11% 21 41% 
ANALYST/PROGR 192 5% 63 4% SG G% 96 4% 
SYSTEMS PROGR 15 -&% 09 -6% 11 8% 12 -8% 
OPERATIONS 60 24% 44° 30% 36 (26% 5.0 2% 
CLERICAL 19 8% 12 -8% 13 -41% 15 --8% 
TOTAL REPORTED — 25.1 100% 14.6 100% 11:7 100% 165 °"%% 
WNSTNS IN GROUP 2 13 6 39 
LARGE: INSTITUTIONS . : 
MANAGEMENT 52 10% 28 14% 31 10% 46 10% 
ANALYST/PROGR a a a, 
SYSTEMS PROGR 30 6% 14° -™% 20 -6% at 5% 
OPERATIONS 16.2 31% 56 B% 98 32% 139 H% 
__ CLERICAL -47 --% 33 -4™% 39 1% 44 -40% 
TOTAL REPORTED 52:7 100% 19.4 100% 30:9 100% 45.3 100% 
INSTNSINGROUP =—s-20 - 3 5 28 
ALLSIZES- = ¥ 
MANAGEMENT - - 37 14% 17 15% 13 1% 23° 12% 
ANALYST/PROGR 4% 46 OH 1 40% BAM 
SYSTEMS PROGR 1 && os ™% 08 & 13° ™% 
OPERATIONS 10.1 29% 34 2% 25 28% 56 28% 
__ CLERICAL 32% 13° 14% 12 -1% 20 -10% 
TOTAL REPORTED - 35.2 100% WS 100% 10:3 100% 19:9 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 52 zc) 4 141 
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1985 TABLE. 5.8 
_..-..._ . AIS STAFFING___ 


Combined Installations in Private Insbtutions 
_UNIVERSITES __ FOUR-YEAR 


AVG FTE 


INSTNS IN GROUP 2 


TOTALREPORTED — 224 
INSTNS IN GROUP 1 


PCT 
16% 

19% 

19% 
A™% 
o% 


100% 


Bi 


AVGFTE PCT AVGFTE PCT 


| oo oo$9o§|: 


is) ail ooo oo: 


gl gai 83): 


WANAGEMENT —_ 0 
ANALYST/PROGR 0 
SYSTEMS PROGR 0 

0 
CLERICAL 8 
TOTAL REPORTED - 0 
--INSTNS IN GROUP -0 


ll 


gligagigs 


eal QoQ ooo o0 |: 


14% 


— ogoooioo 


ALL SIZES 


TOTALREPORTEC - 38.8 
INSTNS IN GROUP r4 


2 


¥ 29 


a! 
ze! 


§ 


6.8 100% 


| oqo o'1°o o& 


“I: 


re) 
ERIC 


CHAPTER FOUR 


BUDGETS 


in the curren it-cornputing environment-of-rapidly-changing hardware: and 
eager gence ogg -budgets. for pe icigg her apg information “Systems 


1985 CAUSE -Member Institution: Profile surveys all alate AIS Some 
amounts for the same five categories (staff. hardware. software, communi - - 
cations, and_-other}-to-provide a-basis-for comparison. .-- -—.---- 


-- An essential consideration in comparison of AIS budgets is that 
statistics about: -expenditures can measure only the input to a process: what 


is accomp?'si:./i- wit. those-expenditures represents output, and both input 
and output aust be corsidered in any evaluation: - 
‘Several factors complicate comparison of reported budgets. For 


example. in -1980 many. responding institutions- with combined _aca- 


demic/administrative computing installations found it. ae to 


percentage of-each category 0 of ‘expenditure a attributable to administrative 
information: systems. =. 


situation was troe ii im 1980. and fs still the case. Further, as staff members. 
of user. departments become more computer literate. much -of the staif 
resource-for-any administrative information systems effort is provided by 
the-user department. The: historical analysis of AIS costs for any Specific 


structure - -has- Temained the same: it: is only- when-costs: for ¢:oups of 
institutions are-compared that these differences in erganizalousl 
structure create difficulties. --- 

----- ~Hardware costs are-also difficult to compare, since a-few-institu- 


tions still lease their computers from the manufacture: while. others 
purchase. hard ans current..trend is for institutions to purchase 
rin 1288 then 
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8 


__.. Software mav asa be leased or purchased, and-the costs. may be 
written off-in a single-year or amortized over a longer period of time: To 


mode. institutions treat the expenditures for computer hardware 
differently. Some budget centrally: for: every-piece of equipment from the 


mainframe to the keyboard on individual desks. Others: budget centrally 


for the hardware-up to the communications port, while all wiring and 
terminal ¢quipment is charged directly to the user department. 


syst -ms. Se eee eee pas ee She 
Even with all of these complexities and the changing cost base, 


namber of institutions in any specific institutional group should be 
ecnsidered when making comparisons, 
_.._The_total budget for academic-and administrative computing-in 


combined installations was requested in the survey, but not specific 
academic computir,, budgets. Therefore, no analysis of academic com - 
puting budgets is in.-'! ded in this monograph. 


administrative information ‘systems function: Se 2S 2 oes, cee 
Complete AIS budget info:mation was reported by 222 of the 400 
responding institutions, and total institutional budget information was 


75 


CHAPTER FOUR: BUDGETS 6&7 


reported by 203 institutions. Figure 22 shows the average Ais annual 
budget-for.all institutions.in all_twelve of the major institutional-groups. 


Sinee-comparison-of these budgets is only- relevant - by- institutional -size, 


Figures 23 through 26:show graphs of the average AIS annual budgets for 
each of the four institutional size groups. Detailed summaries of. the 


average AIS annual budgets for 1985 appear in the Tat'ss 6 through 9 


series at the end of this chapter. 


: Figure. 22 


AVERAGE_ AIS. ANNUAL BUDGET 
BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUP 


(MILLIONS) | 


: een, 


AIFFIFELAGLEI¢AE DW 
. DPI 
I OASSSSSES TS 
| eZ 
VOUTITETTLLETT Ts 
| aaa 
aes 
YSOOSISSITTS, 


ALL PU3 PRV_ UNV 4YR 2YR LRG ML MED SML SEP CMB 
IN eaten | 
1$80 fd 1985 


difficult: to: Seertiina -but cane potty are identifiable in the. categories 
where_data were available for larger numbers of institutions. In general, 


1 1983 


significantly more- than those-in all private institutions between 1980 and 
1985, from $895,000 in 1980 to $1,220,000 in 1985—an increase of 37 
percent, or 6.5 percent compounded annually. In that same time. the 
average AIS annual budget reported: by.-over -70: private: institutions 
iicreased: only 5 percent, from $555,000 to $584,000-—2 percent 
compounded annually. 
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Large Institutions 


AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 


Xe, 


OOM AIL a 
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Medium-Large institutions 


The data. for -medium-large institutions {those-with- enrollments of 8, 000- 
17.999 D geesepiaesd were_also dominated by ie universities. This gee 


an annual compound increase ‘of approximately 13. ‘percent. The few 
private medium-large institutions responding to the CAUSE Member 


Institution Profile surveys reported a lower average AIS annual operating 


budget in: 1985-than in 1980.--but it-is possible that different: institutions 

responded in 1985 than in 1980: Further, the small ‘number of institutions 

in this category (fewer than ten each year) is insufficient for determining 
trends. 


AVERAGE AIS. ANNUAL BUDGET 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS 


DOLLARS (MILLIONS) 


NS 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
NY 
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Medium- Sized institutions 
Since- there were-more- -than- 30 institutions. -respoading-in the categories of 


olga and private medium-sized institutions i ail three aUrvey it is 
reg are 


sized inpthutions, “however, "Feported an increase | in thelr budgets I for 


administrative information systems of 68 percent between 1980 and 1985: 
The average AIS annual budget seDOree by 32 private medium-sized 
average reported - -by- 31 institutions in 1980, for a compound annual 
increase of approximately 11 Pereents 


Figure. 25 
AVERAGE. AIS. ANNUAL -BUDGET 


MEDIUM-SIZED INSTITUTIONS 


DOLLARS (THOUSANDS) 


\ 


AAA LEE QnannaaacccEZE 


WIMMSIEM LLL Ls: 


LLL ccd 
WIM 


WHIM hh 


WY 
N 1980 


ont VER FOUR BY oo a 


Smavi institutions 


reported an average of $161, ‘000 in 1985. down 36 percent from the average 
of-$264.000 reported: in 198). Both public and: private small institutions 


reported.an-increase between 1980 and 1983 and a decrease between 1983 
and_1985, but the average reported by the small private institutions in 
1985 was even below the 1980 levels. This-trend could well be the result of 
the- small: institutions. capitalizing more quickly on the decreasing costs 
and increasing capabilities of mini- and microcomputers, since few 
institutions can afford to reduce their basic administrative computing 
capabilities. 


a _ Figure 26 
AVERAGE -AIS- ANNUAL. BUDGET 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS 


DOLLARS (THOUSANDS) ; 
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_ . For this discussion, the AIS annual budget-reported by each institui- 


tion.{s shown as a percent of the total annual institiitional operatird 


annual institutional operating budgets increased at-a greater rate than did 


Figures 27 to 29 show graphically the percentages of institutions 
reporting AIS budgets of less than-1 percent, 1-percent to 3.9 percent: and 4 


1985 (including a more detailed breakdown of the category "1 percent to 3:9 


percent") are shown in Tables 7.0 through 7.8 at the end of this chapter. 
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ALL PUB PRV UNV 4YR 2YR LRG MA MED SML SEP CMB 


| 1983 [3] 1985 
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Figure 28 


BUDGET 


= 


AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONA 


PERCENT REPORTING 1.0 PERCENT through 3.9 PERCEN 
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CHA?TER FOUR: BUDGETS 


oo Figura 29 
AIS BUDGET. AS A PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
PERCENT REPORTING 4.0 PERCENT and over 
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as a percentage of the institutional. annual operating budget. If this 
sercentage is decreasing over time, it could be an: indication that -the 
institution is-getting a positive return on its administrative information 
systems investment. There niay be jiistification for short-term increases 
hi this percentage, but if such a tre: d continu’s over time, administrators 


will certainly want to investigate the reasons for this situation. 
Whe 
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a: 


--Itis. important 4 for-each- institution to track. and graph these costs 
individually. rather than te examine the costs for a group of institutions; 
Since cost definitions wil) vary widely and the exercise will only prove 
again that “economies of scale" apply also to computing. 


AIS | Budget Distribution n by Expenditure Category 


BS Seibent. "purine that same eran. the share ef ‘adiitalatrative 
information-systems costs allocated: to staff increased from 53: percent to 
57. achat the percentage attributed ‘o software doubled from 3 percent to 


between 1980 a) 1985. : 
-... -_-These trends are feiierany. consistent for almost all institutional 
groups.- The -only minor -exception is-for-private-institutions, where the 
trend for staff and hardware was slightly reversed: in this group the 
perceiitage indicate’ for statf decreased from 55 percent in 1980 to 52 
percent -in- 1985, wh~ the percentage-indicated for hardwar2 increased 
correspondingly from 26 =*rcent i 1980 to-29 percent ‘n1:1985. Private 
institutions also increased ‘heirs: iware budgets. by.a greater percentage 
than public-institutions, p>- haps tudicating u tendency -to-nurchase more 
packaged administrative soiciions than public institutions. ~ 

_ AIS budget distributions hy e.:peiciture category for all three years 
are. displayed. or all institutiors -in- Figure -30, -and-a-summary. of the 
distribution: of »:5 budgets by expenditure category reported in 1985 is 
shown in Table. 5.0 through 6.8 at the end of this chapter. 
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AIS BUDGET DISTRIBUTION—BY CATEGORY 
Att INSTITUTIONS 


PERCENT | | 


KS 1980 a. 1983 pa 1985 


- - Comparisons. of- this information are subiect is all of. the cautions 


listed «arlier inthis chapter, but there is a clear continuing trend for 
plc dae silardware and other expenditures to represent a smaller 


percentage-of the AIS budget, ind for staff, software, and communications 
to firow in share: 


als Cost Recovery 


ernceaeine « is-a free cee a ta the & econ«umic model.. mine fist cust recov- 
ery. As in earlier years, the 1985 CAUSE. Member Instiiation Profile 
— asked if SE costs were fu or partialy billed. The Same e question 


tion systertis oats. 8. (The | information about academic billing is included in 
the Table-9 series at-the-end-of-this chapter.)- —_ --- ee 
: The data indicate ‘that a significant number of institutions. have 
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just over 40 percent: “Most computing installcitons do account: for 
utilization, so the trend away. from. billing is likely due.to the fact that 
institutions -are--moving-toward viewing- computing -and -information 


SEUIOEY asa ager sruversty/Colree ee rather salsa a chargsanls 
service. : 


institutions that do not rcover costs doubled from 17 percent in 1980 to 
33-percent:. .-.: ’s in 1980, smali institutions are the least likely to 
bill for AIS 


Figure. 31 -gfij.acally. displays the responses to the AIS cost. recovery 


question; and summaries by institution group for the 1985 responses are 
shown in Tables 8.0 through 8:8 at the end of this chapter: 


Figure 31 
AIS OPERATING. -COSTS ARE NOT. BILLED 


BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 
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#3 Academic computing costs are somewhat less likely 1 tobe coed 
than AIS costs, but the percentages by institutional group follow the sarne 


pattern. Figure-S2 shows.-this.-pattern- graphically. Summaries -of -the 
answers to the academic-computing cost: reco-ery question in the 1985 
survey are contained in Tables 9:0 through 9:8 at the end of this chapter. 


_Figure 32 


ACADEMIC & ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATING COSTS ARE NOT BILiED 


BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 


PERCE!:T 
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i OS TABLE 60 
AVERAGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 


CHAPTER FOUR: SUDGETS 


TWO-YEAR = — ALL TYPES 
AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 


STAFF. $409,287 50% $102,702 50% $57,760 38%  $121:547 51% 
HARDWARE $1022 15% $05,079 32% $59,632 20% $68,104 20% 
SOFTWARE $27,810 4% $16,734 &% $20,211 13% $18,302 8% 
COMMUNICATIONS $53:440 8% “$1774 1% $3,005 2% ry DS 
OTHER $82498 2% $18512 9% $9563 6. $23,388 10% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $685,311 100% $205,801 100% $150,191 if... $237,826 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 4 34 a & 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 5 fee Ss, Ses ioe 2 3 
STAFF => $403,437 54% $187,469 48% $189 196 47% $258.81 54. 
HARDWARE $181,774 2% $115,107 $121462 H%  $198579 2% 
SOFTWARE HeeiS T% $37,708 10% $33.95 8% 
COMMUNICATIONS $3044 4% $8,586 2% $17,518 3% 
OTHER $79.280 11% $40,751 40% —-$54.095 41% 
TOTAL-RUDGET(AVG) $743,859 100% $396,703 100% $508:072 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP Ke ya) 92 
MED-LARGE INSTITUT:ONS = == =: Bee 7a 
STAFF _ $1,071,170 62% $ 5516 48% 307,450, 
HARDWARE 47 24 $328,696 31% = $322,984 23% 
SOFTWARE $81,527 5% $35,218 % $70,452 5% 
COM AURICATIONS AhSZ MH $17800 2% $35,962 3% 
OTeR = =——__sS176,254 410% $189,963 18% $144,310 10% 
TOTAL-BUDGET (AVG) $1:717,540 100% $1,064,583 100% $1,408,168 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP ki = 6 51 
LARGEINSTITUTIONS = = st 
STAFF $2077,510 62% $420,636 4% 5800,181 51% = $1,720,115 GOK 
HARDWARE $ALG75 10% = $489,925 51% $450,236 7% © $592,294 21% 
SOFTWARE - = $190 .t 5% $37,500 4% $176;578 1 $170975 6% 
COMMUNICATIONS Fy de Ca $10270 ie $106,020 6% $7565 3% 
OTHER — _ ROR eT im $0 OH $111,084 --3% $300,422 10% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $3,352,871 100% $961,731 19% = $1,724,055 10%  °2962.455 100% 
-- INSTNS IN GROUP 24 z 7 Kx) 
ALL SIZES 
STAF $1,087,717 61% $202,384 50% $310,638 48% = gS7O.BI SIH 
HAROWARE $358,958 20% $130,054 32% $187,770 2%  —§233,78t 23% 
SOFTWARE - _- $04,766 5% $20;748 8% $55472 9% $6153 6% 
COMMUNICATIONS 47557 3% $10575 % $23,648 4% $28,110 3% 
__ OTHER. 7 $194,931 11% $35,009 9% $65,414 10% = $105,422 10% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,783,529 100% $409,370 100% $642,942 100% $1,008,850 100% 
INS “NS IN GROUP 89 87 46 2 
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__> CUNIVERSITES - --— FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR. _ ALL TYPES 
AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 


JTAFE_: $544,280 60% $426,800 50% $57,760 38% $226,809 52% 


INSTNS IN GROUP 3 2 § - -~ 19 


STAFF ° $470:088 so% «$187,018 49% «== 188,196 $244,648 52% 


i™% 
H% «= $128,600 2% 
SOFTWARE = } , 10% $33,851 ™% 
COMMUNICATIONS $22,554 3% $13,588 4% 35 $13.27 3% 
OTHER 40% J 751 -10%  — $50,280 11% 
TOTAL-BUDGET(AVG; $761,909 100% $386;067 100% $396,703 100% $471,685 107% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 12 F<) - -) & 


$ HOEK? 5% = EASIER «$755.90 is, 
HARDWARE $245,550 16% ——§219585 20% ses 


ARUN x 6 NK 2 Y 
SOFTWARE ----— $66273 4% 4En4 = && $5518 $55,783 4% 


“OTHER = SAITOH $5BMZ OM «$100,963 em 5151607 mH 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,560,677 100% $77U.285 10h $1,064,503 10m $1,245,003 100K 
WINSIWGROUP 3 6 a2 


LARGE NSTITUTIONS sn 
STAFF $2,077,510 62% $420,636 44% $800,181 51% = $1,723,115 60% 


HARDWARE $641,975 19% = 593,925 51% $450:236 2%  $582204 «21% 


SOFTWARE = - $180454 5% $37,500 4% $176578 10% $170,975 6% 


COMMUNICATIONS = $72,241 2% $10270 1% $106,020 6% = $7650 9% 
OTHER _ $380,681 11% $ & $111,064 -&&% $300;422 10% 


TOTAL BLUSET (AVG) $3,352,871 100% $061,731 10m «$1,724,000 100% $2,662456 100% 


-- NSFNS INO 24 2 : Ki) 


HARDWARE $8378 18% = STB. IH $187.77 2% — $264:038 22% 
SOFTWARE $102,855 5% 9900 «7% $5572 9% = $70.380 BX 
COMMUNICATIONS «$52,544 -3% $i74i $23,046 3% $34,048 3% 


STAFF —— $1,206,085 62% = $289,157 51% =» $310.69" 4% = $717,655 Sa% 


OTHER. _ $241,317 12% $4638 8% $65,414 10% $133,488 11% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $2,074,179 100% $563,776 100% $e4z.0d2 100% $1,201,118 100% 
INSTNS INGROUP | 62 _. . 46 148 


o.. 
ERIC 


o.. 
ERIC 


CHAPTER FOUR: BUDGETS 


8&2 
1985. TABLE 62. 
AVERAGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 
Private Institutions 
_> TUNIVERSTIES = --FOUR-YEAR __- — - TWO-YEAA 

AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET 
SMALL INSTITUTICNS oe Seg eee : 
STAEF =~ $4347 41% $82;445 50% 0 
HARDWARE $2,500 23% $51,238 31% 0 
SOFTWARE 0 O% $10990 7% 0 
COMMUNICATIONS - 0 &% $1822 1% 0 
OTHER $37 Be $19,191 12% 0 
TOTAL BUDGET(AVG) $10,642. 100% $165,687 100% v 
INSTNS IN GROUP 1 R 0 
MEDIUMENSTITUTIONS = = | cores - 
STAFF. > $358;403 50% $186,731 46% 0) 
HARDWARE $1811 2% 121.610 HK 0 
SOFTWARE _ $58,560 8% $35621 9% 0 
COMMUNICAT# $37 5% $12,000 3% 0 
OTHER $77.28 11% ($5151 11% 0 
TOTAL BUDGET {AVG) $711,764 100%  $402122 100% 0 
INSTNNS IN GROUP 18 4 0 


_. _ ALL TYPES 


AVG BUDGET 


PCT 


MEDARGE INSTITUTIONS — —— 


STAFF} $1;249;246 58% $840,784 39% ) 
HARDWARE $628,714 B% $1,044,590 40% 0 
SOFTWARE —_ $125,382 6% $247,153 12% 0 
COMMUNICATIONS W148 $0 % 0 
OTHER $1208 HO OO 0 
TOTAL BUDGET {AVG) $2,168528 100% $2152:467 1 0 
INSTNS IN GROUP 8 i 0 Qs 
0 0% 0 0 O% 0 t% 
0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 O% 
0 0% 0 O% 0 0% 0 
6 O% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
c O% 0 0% 0 % 0 
_ -cINSENS IN GROUP 0 0 0 c _ 
Att SZES ; 
STAFF $605,283 55% = $128,645 47% 0 0% SHER Sox 
HARDWARE $307.475 28% $93,504 34% C 0% «IME OH 
SOFTWARE... _- $76,199 ™% $23;351 8% 0 O% $42630 7% 
COMMUNICATIONS $i 3% ee 0 % $162 3% 
OTHER ; $88416 8% $26,814 10% 0 ve Sew 4% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,117429 100% $277,562 100% 0 0%  §584.752 00% 
INSTNS INGROUP _ 2 a 0 74 


’ FOUR: BUDGETS a3 
2 eee as 1985. TABLE. 6.3. eases 
AVERAGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 
__—-- Al Separate installations 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR _ TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUOGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 


‘OTHER $713 Om $t4.088 itt $6602 9% $1111 % 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $528 914 100% «SISA 787 100% «$194 582 100% — $1B4SE2 iO 
INSTNS IN GROUP - 2 10 2 a 
MEDLM INSTITUTIONS 

STF $552,088 SX $107,088 40% $180,516 45% $351,003 53% 
HARDWARE $232,175 2% = $t10,531- 2% $104;160 29% $165,240 25% 
SOFTWARE -—-- $70148 = 7% $28,238 «8% $32306 —-% 48577 ™&% 
CONBAINICATIONS W760 HK His $15,285 4% sArez2 4% 
OTHER : $101,000 -10% $80,143 15% $44,355 12% 44732 11% 
TOTAL-BUDGET (AVG) $1,003,371 100% $405,081 100K | SHSE,TI2 100K «| SETOLOS 100K 
INSTNS IN GROUP. — — % 7 2 0 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS: - 7 7 
STAF $1,757,067 70% = $851,061 53% $225,112 3% $1,317,328 6% 
HARDWARE $373,827 1% $986.265 31% $181,150 29% $353:762 18% 
SOFTWARE ----- $82491 84% $4150 oy $62,500 10% $206 4% 
COMMUNICATIONS ==‘ §76,082_ 3% $7450 6% _ © % $6750 % 
Ose $2158 51,502 4% $155,880 25%  $169814  o% 
TOTaL BLEGET (AVG) $2515,03 100% $1,228,458 100% SEATS TOO «$1 900060 iODK 
—-INSTNS INGROUP. ‘N 4 2 17 


0% $135,108 9% $334,879 «9% 


TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $4,498,058 100% 0 0% $1,552,407 100% $3,667,555 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP "1 0 3 14 

AL SZES : tye Fs 
STAFF - _ $1,587,438 65% $180,114 51% $263,775 45% $832,696 62% 
HARDWARE $441;658 16% $111,057 321% $177,706 30%  —§ $273:327 20% 
SOFTWARE $113,457 5% $2105 6% $58,652 10% $00,090 5% 
COMMUNICATIONS $72,868 3% $13,964 4% $15816 9% -40,%0 % 
OTHER $212;381 9% $30,405 9% $70,604 12% $120,384 9% 

TOTAL BUDGET (Asti) §2427782 100% $355,945 100% $586,643 100% $1,337,146 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 8 Ka) 16 64 
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». 
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1985 TABLE 640 
év.. AGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 


&. . :1 9 Installafons in Public institutions 


HARDWARE $116.7 2% $27,600 
SOFTWARE $11.66 ---9 
COMMUNICATIONS $11,667 


a 
OTHER $1719 ON 18,000 
‘00% 


INS TINS IN GROUP 2 1 2 


OTHER $183.00 12% $5650 


TOTAL BUDGET-(AVG) $1,495.19 100% $311,785 100% SE712 1 
INSTNS IN GROUP 3 2 c . ae 


STAFF $1,705,254 79% $651,051 SIKH $225,112 BK $1 NOG EK 


uses 2% % ems ssc6is | it 
SOFTWARE $80.40 3% $64,150 5% $62,600 $74,388 4% 


é 
2 
§ 
8 
¥ 
§ 
8 
aga 
E 
& 
F229 
3 
2 


$1,922,405 160% 
6 | 


ils 


INSTNS IN GROUP 10 a +22 


o $730,910 47% $2,477,006 64% 
$83: ’ 0 0% $485,000 31% = -$ 760.544 20% 
as $208.046 <x a & $164,692 11% $198,601 5% 
G & 
ts) 


SOM , NICA" WS $112412 2% $35,497 oS = $96,145 a 


Ore, $989,489 OH 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVS) $4,498,958 100% 


-$135,108 3% -$334,979 - 9% 


$1/552,407 100%  $3,867:555 100% 


INSTNS IN GROUP "1 


ALL SES Sees. Laeetee 
STAFF $2,075,796 68% £448,674 


$263,775 45% $1,251,670 65% 
HARDWARE $509,975 17% $246,187 $363, 62% 
SOFTWARE --- > $124;743 4% $38,800 
COMMUNICATIONS $84,319 3% $47,857 


OTHER _-$267,595 --0% «$47,767 - 


TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $3:062.428 100% $626,285 $586,663 100% $1.034'561 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP r. 3 7 16 49 


Silage es 
7 
2 
# 
g 
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1985 TABLE 6.5 
AVERAGE 41S BUDGET BY FUNCTION 


R 


Separate installations in Private institutions 


AVG BUDGET PCT AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS i. vine Oras Biya _ sete a 
STAFF -- 0 % $67,095 45% 0 0% $67095 45% 
HARDWARE 0 $5439 3% 0 Of $54819 3% 
SOFTWARE 0 O% $10,549 7% 0 0% $1055 ™& 
COMMUNICATIONS 0 O% $1,180 1% 0 % 7$1,180 1% 
OTHER o $14,987 10% 0 O& $14,987 10% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) 0 0% $148,630 100% 0 0% $148,630 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 0 18 0 18 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS ee aii pane janice . — ee pice 
STAFF $442,540 51% = $211,000 48% 0 0% $3718 SO% 
HARDWARE S2i9604 235% $324,333 28% 0 $189,894 26% 
SOFTWARE S73 MK RTS 0 0% $64,281 o% 
COMMUNICATIONS $50,5% OK $19,139 3% 0 O% $98,650 5% 
OTHER $76,365 9% $b16C0 14% 0 & $73,126 10% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $86,231 <x% 4696 $443,709 100% (CSCC RBS. 10D 
INSTNS IN GROUP " 5 0 16 
STAFF ~~ $1,484,000 48% 5 O% 0 0% #1.484:000 48% 
HARDWARE $1,107,000 36% 0 O% 0 Of %% 
SOFTWARE === $200,000 7% 0 O% 0 O% 000 7% 
COMMUNICATIONS “$20,000 4% 0 0 % “$20,000 1% 
OTHER $251,000 8x 0 O% 0 O% $251,000 8% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $3,071,000. 100° 0 0% 0 O% $3,071,000 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 1 0 0 1 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS a ee = a 
STaFF = o mM fo /  &% o O% 
HARDWARE 6 O% “ ¢ 0% 0 % 
SOFTWARE 6 %&% 7% a “c,) 0 O% 
COMMUNICATIONS 0 0% a 0 0% 0 om 
OER 0 0% Gu 0 0% 0 0% 
TOTAL: BUDGET-{AVG) 0%  O & 0 0% 0 O% 
NSTNS IN GROUP 0 0 0 0 
ALLSIZES Soa ae = mee ee oa = as ae ee a 
STAFF $529,328 SOX $36,379 46% o % $246,133 49% 
HARDWARE $203,696 2% FOR BX 0 0% © $148 630 29% 
SOFTWARE - ~~ $89,002 &% $15,580 ™% 0 &% $40,759 F 
COMMUNICATIONS «$47,004 5 $377 & 0 0% $18888 aw 
OTHER ATL $25,120 12% 0 0K = BH 0% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,052,711 100%  $212.700 100% 0 0% $500,768 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 12 a i) KJ 
“94 
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1985. TABLE. 6.6 - 


CHAPTER FOUs? BUDSETS 


AVERAGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 


_---Al Combined Installations = 


UNIVERSITIES - FOUR-YEAR _ TWO-YEAR . KUL TYPES 
—---------------— AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS . : 
STAFF $433,303 51% $138,811 Si% $54.68 35% $i42592  4¢% 
HARDWARE $87,866 10% $82,155 30% $64,509 42% = $78,049 2% 
SOFTWARE - $43.953  % $25:272  % $22:448 14% $26:160 9% 
COMMUNICATIONS - $95,213 11% $2472 1% $103 310,683 4% 
OTHER =—s—i i ss $183,284 OH $22,976 8% $105% ™& ‘$33,667 12% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $843,709 100% $271,686 100% $155,394 100% $251,091 100% 
- —£vTNS.IN GROUP - 2 15 6 : rs) 
MEDIUMINSTITUTIONS =; 
STAFF $273,367 S3% $185,015 aay $203.76 49% $212,654 49% 
HARDWARE $137,672 27% = S16, 30% $131,194 31% «= S157 
SOFTWARE ------ $30,148 86% $33;101 % $40,696 10% $34:299 8% 
COMMUNICATIONS $15,304 3% $135 OK $4,819 1% 311,660 
OTHER i $60,292 12% -$41,187 4% $38,726 9% $45,482 11% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $515,783 100% $388,890 100% $419,199 100% = $420,716 1 
---INSTNS-IN-GROUP- .—-— “6 K4) 16 - 62 
MED-CARGE INST'TUTIONS . 
STAFF -_ $603,487 54% = $378,226 52% $627,718 49% $803,026 53% 
HARDWARE $328,548 26% $227,738 31% $402 469 «31% $207534 28% 
SOFTWARE $75,496 6% $59:783 8% $21527 2% $4525 BN 
COMMUNICATIONS “$25,501 2% 96,05 1% = $26,700 HSN SHAH 
OTHER > _ $154,759 7 $55,337 &% $226,100 16% $131,558 12% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,778,681 100% $727,139 100% $1,284,514 100% — $1,117,268 100% 
-INSTRS IN GROUP 20 10 ‘ er 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS : : = tao 
STAFF $1,336,445 25% $420,636 44% = «$992,195 54% 71,167,557 55% 
HARDWARE $478,080 20% $493;325 51% $424:363 23% %468:320 22% 
SOFTWARE $157,123 7% $37,500 4% $185,349 10% 3150472 ™% 
COMMUNICATIONS $38,250 2% $10,270 1% $158.169 9% -$60549 3% 
OTHER $373,228 16%  O% $93,066 5%  $274;959 13% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $2,383,106 100% $961,731 100% $1,£52.675 100% $2,121,857 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 13 2 4 19 
ALL SIZE’ : core ae = a 
STAFF $715,376 55% $335,632 50% $426.15 53% 
HARDWARE $297,338 23% $199,088 29% $209,710 26% 
SOFTWARE $20,839 6% $53.77 8% $56,384 
COMMUNICATIONS $28,73 2% ; $27825 4% $20422 
OTHER $181;929 14% $37:432 8% $62,646 9% $96,314 12% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,304,195 100% $437,489 100% $672,969 100% $808,984 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 51 or Ke) 138 
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1985 TABLE 6.7 
AVERAGE AIS BUDGET BY FUNCTION 


Combined installations in Public institutions 


oa _ UNIVERSTIES ____-FOURYEAR TWO-YEAR AL TYPES 
AVG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS pei, 2s ae ee Soe ee 
STARE = $862,439" 51% $651,600 45% $54,880 35% $20415 45% 
HARDWARE $173,232 10% $579,452 40% $64,509 42% $142.467 28% 
SOFTWARE _ $87,906 5% $217,204 15% $22,448 14% $54,986 11% 


COMMUNICATIONS $190,426 11% 0 % -$3,033 2% $2078 5% 
OTHER $362,772 22% $284 0% $10;524 % $53;275 11% 
TOTAL BUDGET{AVG) $1,676,775 100% $1,448,690 10% «$185,904 100% $507.22 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP § 1 6 8 
MEDIUMINSTITUTIONS = = ee Se ee ee 
STAFF $310,063 56% $190,058 48% $203,766 49%  — $218:305 50% 
2% a% 


TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $557,503. 100% © $300,143 100% © $410,190 100% © 404.080 100% 
INSTNS ft GROLP 8 2 16 46 


STAFF. -- $452,200 47% =» $326,830 ST $627.18 49%  — $415:851 50% 


COMA “HICATIONS “$1712 “$5,728 1% $26;700 2% «= $14,900 2% 
OTHER = 1B1,05B 2% SELABS 11K $205.100 10% $149,525 17% 
TOIAL BUDGETIAVG)  3869,262 100% $570,001 % «= $1,284,514 100% $829,899 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 13 ) 4 26 


UARGENSTITUTIONS «=== => tc see Brees ee Sees OG 
STAFF $1,936,445 56% $420'636 44% $992:135 54% $1,167,557 55% 
HARDWARE $478,060 20% © $493.325 51% = 424,163 25% $ABB,I2D 22K 
SOFTWARE - ---- $157,123 ™% $37,500 4% $165.63 10% $150472 ™% 
COMMUNICATIONS $38,250 2% $10,270 1% $158,163 9% $60,549 
OTHER $373,228 16% ---- $0 - o% $03,066 5% $274,955 13% 

TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $2.383,106 100% $961:731 100% $1,652,870 100% $2,121,857 100% 
INSTNS IN G™:OUP mek) : 2 4 19 


STAFF $732,060 54% = $25H I SOK «= FBI HOH S.A 

HAROWARE $288,501 21% $157,710 31% = $180,080 29% $215,004 
SOFTWARE $87,047 6% $99,575 1% &% 14 
COMMUNICATIONS «$20,505 2%CS1N,SOL MH $27,825 4% $23,028 

OTHER $222,338 16% $43,074 2 % 

TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,360,441 100% $508,002 100% $672,969 100% $867,009 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP oS 3 4 _ _ 8 
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1905 TABLE 6.8 


97 


Combined Installations in Private institutions ____ eas 
: ~LINIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
AYG BUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUDGET PCT AVGBUUGET PCT _ 
“SMALLINSTITUTICNS - a ; 
STAFF $4347 H% = —«-$102,1B4 54% 0 0%  —$95,66:  54% 
HARDWARE $2500 2% $46,634 25% 0 O% $43,692 25% 
SOFTWARE ---- $0 $11,556 6% 0 0% $10,786 6% 
COMMUNICATIONS $o 0% $2,643 1% 0 O% $2,472 1% 
OTHER $3,795 96% $28,507 19% 6 0%  $23210 -i3% 
TOTALBUDGET (AVG) $10,642 100% $187,619 100% 0 0% $175,821 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP i i 7 0 1s 
“MEDIUMINSTITUNIONS = a ~ 
STAFF $226,187 49% $173,288 46% 0 0% $196,400 47% 
HARDWARE $121,854 26% $120,097 32% 0 0% $120,866 29% 
SOFTWAAE - > $27,665 6% $36;670 10% 0 O% $32,818 8% 
COMMUNICATIONS $12819 3% $11,382 3% 0 0% $2012 3% 
OTHER _ _~ $75,590 -16% -$37,569 10% 0 0% $54,203 13% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $464,315 100% $378,968 100% 0 0% $416,308 100% 
INSTNS INGROUP. - ? 9 0 46 
MED-LARGE iNSTITUTIONS , 
STAFF $1,215,708 60% $240,784 39% 0 0% $1,168,644 = 57% 
HARDWARE $560,368 27% $1,046,530 49% 0 0% $620,905 30% 
SOFTWARE — $113,436 6% $267,153 12% 0 O% $190,151 6% 
COMMUNICATIONS = $44,169 2% 0 0% 0 0% $38,648 2% 
$105,200 5% 0 0% 0 0%  $02663 5% 
BUDGET (AVG) $2,039,602 100%  §2,132467 100% 0 0% $2,051,211 100% 
~-INSTNS IN-GROUP i; i 0 8 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS : : _ = a 3 
STAFF. 0 O% 0 O% 0 % 0 % 
“HARDWARE 0 0% 0 0% 0 O% 0 0% 
SOFTWARE 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 0 0% 
COMMUNICATIONS 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 0 O% 
OTHER 0 O& 0 % 0 0% 0 O% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) 0 0% 0 0% 0 2% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 0 c 0 0 
ALL SIZES Sos oa ee : wa Fe 
STAFF $673,175 58% $159,608 47% @ 0% $357,183 54% 
HARDWARE $318,546 27% $115,762 34% 0 0% $193,756 23% 
SOFTWARE SE5581 6% $30,780 6 0% 4310 ™% 
COMMUNICATIONS $26,504 $5,814 2% 0 % $13,806 2% 
OTHER $84,948 ™ $28,435 8% 0 O% $50:172 8% 
TOTAL BUDGET (AVG) $1,169,204 100% © $380,410 100% 0 0% $659,177 100% 
INSTNS IN GROUP 5 26 0 9 
. S 
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. = =< __4985.-TABLE- $02: See eee ee 
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
All Institutions 


UNIVERSMIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


_ Hema eda NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS 

LESS THAN 1.0% 2 50% 16 50% 0 O% 18 43% 

1.0% THRU 1.0% 2 50% 13 41% 2 8% 17 40% 

2.0% THRU 2.9% 0 % 2 6% 1 1% 3. 7% 

6 0% 1% 2 3% 3.07 

0 0% _-0 --&% 1 1% 1 2% 

4 100% 32 100% 6 10% «2: 100% 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS By Se SH ee a. ie 

LESS 7HAN 1.0% 8 32% 2 6% 2 8% 12 15% 

1.0% THRU 1.9% LL ee a2) 8 5% 40 49% 
2.0% THRU 25% 5 0% 8 2% 5 2% 18 2% 

3.0% THRE 2 a%- 1 &% 2 &% 6 26% 9 11% 

4.0% AND ABOVE 0 O% 1 m&% 2% 3 --&% 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "B 100% 34 100% 23 100% 82 100% 

8% 4 & 0 &% 12 wy 

12 43% 4 oy 11% 17 3% 

6 2m 4 BR 4 BH 14 2% 

0 &% 2 14% 0 0% 2 4% 

2 ™% 0 0% 1 1% 3 8% 

“28 10% 14 100% 6 100% 48 100% 

10 43% 110% 0 O&  ‘% 35% 

9 3% 0 O% 0 t% 9 2% 

31% 0 0% 5 7% 8 2% 

3.0% THRU 3.9% 0 % jo &% 1 14% 1 3% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 1 4& 0 On 1 14% 2 & 
ANSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "3 10% 1 10% = =©=©= 710% «© 3t 100% 
ALL SZES | : 
LESS THAN *.0% a2 5% B BK 2 5% 53 26% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 4 43% 38 «47% 11 2% 83 41% 
20% THRU 2.9% 14 18% 14 17% 5 3% a 21% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 1 1% 5 6% 927% 15 ™&% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 3° & 1 1% 5 12% 9 4% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP O ion 8 im a2 100% 20 100% 
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-- -4985--TABLE 7.4 
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF-THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
_- Public Institutions 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
eee NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PoT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS 

LESS THAN 1.0% 1 3% 1 50% 0 0% 2 18% 
4.0% THRU 1.9% 26% iO -% 2 3% 4 96% 
2.0% THRU 2:0% Oo O& 1 50% 1 1% 2 18% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 0 0% 0 & 2 3% 2 18% 
4.0% ANO ABOVE 0 O% 0 o% 1 17% 1 % 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 3 10% «2 100% = Om 100% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS _ : 
LESS THAN 1.0% 2 18% 2 10% 2 & 6 1% 
1.0% THRU 1.0% 5 45% 10 5% 8 2% 2 43% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% & Be 6 We 35 2% 15 26% 
3.0% THRU 3.8% 0% 1 SK 6 BH 7 13% 
40% AND ABOVE 0% 1 5% 2-9% 3 6% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “41 100% 20 100% 23 100% © 54 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS Se . BS B het Ss 
LESS THAN 1.0% 6% 4 3% 0 0% 10 26% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 10 53% 3 23% 1 1% 4 3M% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 2 11% 4 3% 4 6% 10 26% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 0% 2 1% oO % 2 & 
1.0% AND ABOVE 1 5% 0 & 11% 2 5% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “79 100% 13 100% 6 10% 38 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS mee Saee Poet = 
LESS THAN 1.0% 10 4% 1 10% 0 % tf 35% 
1.0% THRU 1:5% 9 BK 0 om 0 &% 9 20% 
2.0% THRU 2.6%. 3 1% 0 0% 5 7% B 26% 
2.0% THRU 3.9% - 0 % Oo % 11% 2. 3% 
40% AND ABOVE 1 4% 0 O& 1 14% 2 6% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “B 100% 110% 7 100% 31 100% 
AULSZES pean a or 
‘LESS THAN 1.0% 19 34% 8 2% 2 5% 2 22h 
1.0% THRU 1:9% 26 46% 19 3% 11 26% § 3% 
20% THRU 2.0% 9 ik «11 3% SKS 
3.0% THRU 3.9% - 0% 39 & 9 2% 12 % 
40% AND ABOVE 2 4% 1 Ky 4 5 12% 8 6% 
“Fe 100% 6 100% = 42 100% = 138 100% 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
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Seder daceee, Otay ae een 1985 TABLE. 7.2.. Mae Deedes oe! eee 
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
Private Institutions = 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS : 
‘LESS ‘THAN 1.0% 1 1ub% 15 50% 
1.0% THAU 19% Cc O% = 12 43% 
20% THRU 2.0% om 1 % 
3.0% THRU 2.9% C Kr 

__AO% AND ABOVE _ b -0% 

INSTITUTIONS INGROUP 1 100% WD 150% 

LESS THAN 1.0% 8 

1.0% THRU 1.8% 5 

2.0% THRU 2.9% 1 

3.0% THRU 3.0% - 1 
0 


sl gages 


ol 
Cremer 


332 
#2 


40% AND ABOVE 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 14 100% 14 100% 
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Ais BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF TE REUNION G BUDGET 


All Separate Administrative Installations 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO: PCT NO PCT NO. PCT NO PCT 


~~ SMALL INSTITUTIONS pee aah “ee S == oe Soe 
LESS THAN 1.0% 1 50% 9 50% Oo % 10 48% 
1.0% THRU 1.5% 1 50% 7 BH 0 hh 8 3% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 0 O% 2 11% 0 % 2 10% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%. 0 O&% 0 1 100% 1 5% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 0 O% 0 O% 0 0% c Om 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “3 100% 18 10% 1 100% 2) 100% 
~~ MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 8 % 7 es 
LESS THAN 1.0% 2 18% o -O% 0 -% 2 -™% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 7 64% 6 86% 4 44% 17 63% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 1% 0 O& 2 2% 3 11% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%. 1 1 14% 3 3% 5 19% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 0% 0 &% 0 % 0 0% 
NNSTHTUTIONSINGROUP— ii ome «7 100k 100m 10% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS ; 
LESS THAN 1.0% 22% 0 % 0 % 2 13% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 7 70% 1 2% 1 50% 9 56% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 0 O% 1 2% 1 50% 2 13% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%. 0% 2 50% 0 O% 2 13% 
- 4.0% AND ABOVE 11 0 0% 0 0% 1 &% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “70 100% 4 100% 2 100% 16 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
LESS THAN 1.0% 5 55% 6 M% 0 & 43% 
4.0% THRU 1.9% 32% 0 &% 0 % 3 2% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 1% 0 % 310% 4 2% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 0 O% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 1% 0 &% 0 --0% 1 -™% 
INSTITUTIONS IV GROUP “Ht 10% 80 O% 39 100% 14 100% 
ALL SIZES -- -- aa Zt 2s a = = — 
LESS THAN 1:0% 11 32% 9 3% OO O% DD 2% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 18 53% = 14 48% 5 B% 37 4% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 2 6% 3 10% 6 4% if 1:5 
3.0% THRU 3.8% 1 & 3 10% 4 2% 8 10% 
7.0% AND ABOVE 2 -% 0 % 0 % 2 --3% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “Ms 100% 29 100% 15 100% 78 100% 
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LESS THAN 1.0% 
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oo. 1985 TABLE 7.4 
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
Separate installations in Public institutions 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR 


NO: PCT NO. PCT NO. 


+s | aoio- ua. 
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Slasiag. 
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TWO-YEAR 


PCT 


|\a8aae 


g 


| o8¥ E's 


ALL TYPES 


NO. 


al O nei ae oe 


zl ©1080 @10: 


PCT 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 


~ ALSIZES 


LESS THAN 1.0% 
1.0% THAU 1.9% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 
3.0% THRU 3.8%" 
4.0% AND ABOVE 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
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NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


0 0% 8 8% 0 % 8 5% 
0% 7 4% 0 % 7 4% 
0 O% 1 & 0 &% 1 &% 
0% 0 % 0 % oO % 
0 0% 0% 0 % 0 --% 
“0 0% 1710% 0 O% 17 100% 
23% 0 -% 0 % 2 1% 
5 O% 4 We 4 BH 9 6% 
0 0% 0 % O % 0 O% 
ce ee a, ee a} 
0 % OO % O O% oO & 
8 100% 5 10% 5 10m 13 100% 
0 % jo % 0 % 0 -% 
110% 0 0%  O 0% 1 100% 
ome FR FH OO 
0 % 0 &% 0 &% o oO 
0 0% 0 % 0 % OO % 
hk; ee ee, ee 
0 0% 0 % %O % OO % 
0 0% o &% o &% 0 &% 
2 0% Oo % O 0% O O% 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 
"0 % 0 % 0 % 0 
2% 88 4% 80 Om Ot 8% 
6 6% 611 SH 0 OH 7 55% 
o % 1 5% o &% t & 
1u% 1 5% 0 % 2 & 
0-% O-% 0 & 0 -% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 9 10% 210% 0 0% 31 100% 
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1985 TABLE 7.6. 


AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF-THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
All Combined installations 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS 
1.0% THRU: 1.9%: 
2.0% THRU 29% 
3.0% THRU 3 0% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 

INSTHTUTIONS IN GROUP 
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INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
M=:2-LARGE INSTITUTIONS ee : fare aon eee 
LESS THAN 1.0% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 
20% THRU 29% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
LESS ‘THAN 1.0% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 
2.0% THRU 2.9% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%" 
4.0% AND ABOVE 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
ALSEES. = 
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1905 TABLE 7.7 
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT. OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET 
Combined Installations in Public Institutions 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
eae ee NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS errs 
LESS THAN 1.0% 2 2% 2 11% 2 14% 6 18% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% i ne ne 2 
2.0% THRU 2.0% 3 38% 6 38% 2 2% 12 30% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%" 0 0% 1 6% 3 2% 4 10% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 0 -O% -41 --6% 2 14% 3 8% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP B 100% 18 100% 14 100% a0 100% 
Pa aa ea i ocd 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS eo Stes by nas = =e 5 ‘Sos 
LESS THAN1.0% 4 40% 4 44% 0 0% 8 35% 
1.0% THRU 1:9% 4 40% 2 2% 0 O% 6 2% 
2.0% THRU 29% 2 2% 3 3% 3 75% 8 35% 
3.0% THRU 3.9%- 0% oOo % 0 O&% 0 o% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 0 0% 0 Om 1 B% 4 am 
NSTIUTONSINGROUP = 10 tm «8 ie «Ok Ok OO te 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS . pan ty does a Soe Z fees 
LESS THAN 1.0% 4 33% 1 100% 0 0% 5 2% 
1.0% THRU 1.9% 6 50% 0% Oo % 6 Be 
2.0% THRU 28% 2 1% 0 0% 2 50% 4 26% 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 0 % 0 & 1 25% 1 6% 
4.0% AND ABOVE 0 0% 0 &% 1 25% 1 &% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “42 100% 1 «100% 4 100% 47 100% 
Att SIZES - — mae 
LESS THAN 1.0% 10 32% 8 28% 2% 2 2% 
1.0% THRU 1.9%: 14 45% 10 34% 6 22% XD 34% 
2:0% THRU 29% 7 2% 9 4% a re 
3.0% THRU 3.9% 0 0% 1% 5 1% 6 7% 
_ 4.0% AND ABOVE 0 0% 1 3% 5 1% 6 ™& 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “Si 100% 23 100% «=a? 100% =? 100% 
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4985. TABLE 78. 


AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTTUTONAL BU BUDGET 


Combined Installations in Private Institutions 


TWO-YEAR 


NO. 


PCT 


ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT 


5 ae 0 MH 7 

6 4% 0 O% 6 4% 

o O&% 0 0% 0 OO 

1 & 0% 1 ™& 

0 --% 0 o% 0 -O% 

“73 100% 0 O% 14 100% 

0 % 0 % 4 2% 

7 7 867 7% 8 53% 

2 && 2 2% 3 20% 

o O% 0 0% 0 % 

0 % 5 -% 0 --% 

3} 10% 9 100% 15 100% 

0 0% 0 -% 2 2% 

1 100% 1 100% 2 22% 

0% 0 % 4 4% 

0 O% 0 % 0 % 

0 O% Oo % 1 1% 

“4 10% 110% | 8 100% 

0% j.0 % $06 % OO % 

6 &% 6 &% 0 O% o % 

0 O% 0 O% o &% Oo O& 

0 0% 0 &% 0 % jo % 

AN 0 O% o Of 0 0 0% 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “0 0% 0 % 0 &% 0 O% 
ALLSIZES- -.--- aes Bt ae es : 

LESS THAN 1.0% 74% 6 BR 0 O% 13 3% 

1.0% THRU 1.9% 2 19% 8614 IH 0 HE 4 

2.0% THRU 2.9% 5 3% 2 & Qo & 7 18% 

3.0% THRU 3.9%. 0 O% 1 4% 0 % 1 &% 

4.0% AND ABOVE 4% 4 --™ 60 & -1 --3% 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “15 10% 210% 0 0% 38 100% 
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1985 TABLE 80) 
AiS OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
Ail institutions 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR = ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO PCT NO PCT 
COSTS ARE BILLEC 4 41% 2 19% 13 14% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 1 24% 2 1% 18 20% 
NOTBLLED 7 58% 65% 73 59 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 42 100% 


MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS eee a  S 
COSTS ARE BILLED 


COSTS ARE BILLED 11 20% 1 
PARTIALLY BILLED 18 32% 8 3% 4 
_NOTBILED 27 48% 17 65% 6 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "3 t0% 2 1% 9B 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS : 
COSTS ARE BILLED 10 23% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 19 44% 
__ NOT BILLED 14 33% 


INSTITUTIONS INGROUP 3.00% 


ALLSZES -— 
COSTS ARE BILLED HN 2% 18 14% 12 17% “63 


15% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 46 2% 43 5% 13 1% 102 26% 
NOT BILLED 7 51% 108 64% 44 «64% 231 59% 

100% 


WSTITUTIONS INGROUP 156 100% © 169 100% 69 100% 394 10 
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_ 1985 TABLE 8.1 
AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
Pubiic Institutions 


UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR = TWO-YEAR ALL. TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT —NO.- PCT 
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1985 TABLE 8.2 
AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
Private Institutions 


SMALL INSTITUT ONS H - : : : Be yeatae 


COSTS ARE BILLED 4 5% 5 0% 0 o% 9 15% 
PARTIALLY BELED 0 % th 2% i: ee <4 
NOT BILLED 4 5% AUK 0 OU» 38 6% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 8 10% 53 10% 0 KSC« S100 


COSTS ARE BILLED 0 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2 6% 
_NOTBILLED 1 
INSTITUTIONS INGROUP «3.100% 
ALL SIZES bee se : 
COSTS ARE BILLED 10 18% = BOM 0% 16 1% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 10 18% 2 2% 0 % 8 
NOT BILLED 37 65% 57 6™% 0 0% 94 66% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "87 100% 5 100% =n 100% 


o.. 
ERIC 


CHAPTER FOUR: BUDGETS 401 


ene oe 1985. TABLE 8:3 eee Nemes 

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
UNVERSITES  FOURYEAR ‘TWO.YEAR ALL TYPES 
Shee: NSTITUTIONS - 
CosiS ARE BILLED 
PARTIALLY BILLED 
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1985 TABLE 840 
AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY _ 
Separate Installations in Public institutions 


SMALL INST'TUTIONS 
COSTS ARE BILLED 
PARTIALLY BLLED 
NOT BILLED 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 


COSTS ARE BILLED 
PARTIALLY BELED 


NOT BILLED 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
COSTS ARE BILLED 3 
PARTIALLY BILLED 7 
NOTBRLED _6 3% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 16 
COSTS ARE BILLED 3 
PARTIALLY BLED & 5% 
4 
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1985. TABLE 85. 
~_AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY... 
Separate Installations in Private-Institotions 


al ooo: 
g| gig 2! 


| 8 
a pore 
| 


MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS - 
COSTS ARE BILLED 0 -% 0 O% 6 m% 8 0 % 
PARTIALLY: BILLED 2 6% 0 0% 2 40% 
NOT BILLED 1 3% 2 100% 2 100% 3° 60% 

NSTITUTIONS INGROUP «= (“ii 10m 10H 1m SCS (100% 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “BB 100% 
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1965. TABLE 8.6. 
AIS OPERATING COST.RECOVERY 


All Combined Installations = 
UNIVERSITIES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


COSTS ARE BILLED 2 40% 4 1% 2 1% 8 is% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 1 2% 7 19% 2 1% 10 19% 
NOT BELLED 2 40% 25 6% 8 6% BS 6% 

S 10% 3 100% = 12 10% «= 58 100% 


INSTITUTIONS INGROUP 


COSTS ARE BILLED 4% 9 1% 2 Mm 18 14% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 3 11% 16 2% 8 BH WF BY 
NOT BRLLED 21. 5% an 55% 14 &&% & 6% 
INSTITUTIONS NGHOUP 2B 10% = 6 100% =k 100% «108 100% 
COSTS ARE BILLED 8% 1 1 ht TH 
PARTIALLY BILLED 5 Ue 6 OH 0 Mm 5 2% 
NOT BRLED 2 S% = 10-58% a: , a 
INSTHUTIONSINGROUP 37 100% «= 17 “10% 0S 100% «=D 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS a = _ 
COSTS ARE BILLED 7 2% 0 O% 2 3% 9 25% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 10 37% 0 &% 9 0% 10 28% 
NOT BLED 10 3% 310% 4 6% 47 4% 
ISTITUTIONSINGROUP = 27 10% «= 3 100% 10H 100% 


oo ee 


ALLSIZES .. BL = a ci ar eee = 
COSTS ARE BILLED 21 22% 14 13% 7 19% 4 16% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2B 24% 29 26% 10 21% 62 24% 
NOT BILLED 53 55% 60 -6KiCAKSC(‘ié«‘SCSOMY 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “o? 100% 112 100% 47 «100% += 5B 100% 
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UNIVERSITES 
NO. PCT 


1985 TABLE 8.7 | 

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY _ 
Combined installations in Public institutions 

FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


RY 


COSTS ARE BILLED 
PARTIALLY BILLED 
NOT BILLED 
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INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 

MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 
COSTS -ARE-BLLED 
PARTIALLY BILLED 
NOT BILLED 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 12 100% 


x | Naan 
a] gz) 
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ee 
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INSTITUTIONS IN GRGUP. 


eal wooo: 


§l\ Gas 


9 2% 


ALLSIZES = =~ === ; 
COSTS ARE BILLED 4 
PARTIALLY BILLED Fs) 
NOT BILLED 
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4985 TABLE 8.8 
Aig OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
Combined insiallatons in Private insitutons 
UNVERSITES FOUR-YEAR ‘TWOVEAR AL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROU 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
COSTS ARE BILLED 
PARTIALLY BILLED 

_NOTBILLEO 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “43 100% 

LARGE INSTITUTIONS- 
COSTS ARE BLED 
PARTIALLY BILLED 
NOT BILLED 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP } 100% 

ALSI2ES 2 : : = eS ee 
COSTS ARE BILLED 7 m% 3 &% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 3% 12 26% 
NOTBELED 24 71% «= 35 7% 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “34 100% — 50_ 100% 
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1005 TABLE 9.0. 


ACADEMIC OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
_.__— All Instititions. == 


SMALL INSTITUTIONS: 

COSTS ARE BILLED 2 2% 2 &% 1 9% 3 8% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 4 44% 6 1% 2 18% 12 18% 
NOT BILLED kK <4 3a BM 8 7™®% 49 74% 
INSTITUTIONS iN GROUP 9 10% 46 100% 11 10% 68 100% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS ; 

COSTS ARE BILLED 41% 4 ™ 2 8% 10 9% 
PARTIALLY BILLED -5 16% 12 21% 6 26% 23 2% 
NOT BILLED 23 72% 40 NG 17 68% 8 71% 
NSTITUTIONSINGROUP- 2 109% 056 100% «= 100% )=s13. 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS = - 
COSTS ARE BILLED 7 1% 0 -% 0 % 7 1% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2 49% 4 3% 0 0% 24 39% 
NOT BILLED 14% 9 6% 7 10% 30 40% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 41 10% 13 100% «= 7 100% «= «100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS es ze &2 2 
COSTS ARE BILLED 6 25% 6 o% 1 13% 7 20% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 10 42% 0 0% 1 13% 11-31% 
NOT BILLED 8 3 100% 6% | 47 tm 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP Ba 10% 310% B81 35 100% 
AULSZES = = 7 a = 
COSTS ARE BLLED 19 18% 6 &&% 4 && a 1% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 39 3% 21 ae 2% 
NOT BILLED a 48% 0 7% 8 BR 1% BY 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 106 100% 118 100% 51 100% 275 100% 


o.. 
ERIC 


108 CHAPTER FOUR: BUDGETS 


1985 VABLE 9.1 | 
ACADEMIC OPERATING COST RECOVERY 
Public Institutions : 
UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 


See NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


COSTS ARE BILLED 0 -% o % 1 0% i 4% 
PARTIALLY BRLED 37% 2 2% (2 1% 7 3% 
NOT BILLED 13% 6 B% 8 BM 15 €5% 
NSTITUTIONSINGROUP 4 10% = 00% tT 100%) 100% 


COSTS ARE BILLED i &% 4 11% 2 8% 7 -% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 3 3% “9 24% 6 24% 18 24% 
NOT BILLED 9 6% 24 &% 17 6% 5D 6% 
INSTITUTIONS INGROUP 13 100% 37 10% 2 10% 7 100% 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS : 
COSTS ARE BILLED 5 

PARTIALLY BILLED B 38% 
NOT BILLED 8 

INSTITUTIONS INGROUP =) 10% 
COSTS AAE BLLED 1 16% 4 s™ 4 8% 19 
PARTIALLY BILLED 31 3% 14 24% 9 18% 54 30% 


NOTBLLED 27 Be 44 6% = 3B m= 1065 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 9 100% 59 100% 51 100% 179 100% 
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1985 TABLE 9.2. 


ACADEMIC OPERATING COST RECOVERY 


Private Institutions 


UNIVERSES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 

: PoT NO PCT NO PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS — 
COSTS ARE BILLED 2 40% 2 .& 0 O% 4% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 1 2% 4 1% 0 &% —-5§ 1™ 
NOT BELED 2 0% 892% 0% Sh M% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 5 10% Se 10% 0 O% 43 10% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS : = as o> ae 
COSTS ARE BILLED 3 16% 0 -O% 0 % 3 8% 
PARTIALLY: BILLED 2 11% 3 16% 3 16% 5 19% 
NOT BILLED 4mm 6 We 1% M% BD 9% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “3 10% 19 10% 19 100% 38 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS aa e 3s eS ovis 
COSTS ARE BILLED 2 2% 0 -0% 0 -% 2 1% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 3 3% 1 50% 1 50% 4 3% 
NOT BILLED 5 50% 1 50% 1 0% 8-6 50% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP Jo 10% 210% ## | 2 100% 12 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 2 fe ae % a 
COSTS ARE BILLED 1 33% 6 O&% 6 O% 1 3% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2 6% 0 O% 0 O% 2 6% 
NOT BILLED 0 0% 0 o% 0 O% 0 -0% 
ALL SES Bas ou ae . ps pase wo 
COSTS ARE BILLED 8 2% 2 3% 380 M& 10 10% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 82% 8 W% 0% 16 i™% 
NOT BILLED 2 5™% 49% 0 & 1 7% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “3 10% 59 10% 0 0% 96 100% 
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oo. 1985. TABLE 9.3 


ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST RECOVERY 
Separate Installations in All Institutions 


Se NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS = a S 
COSTS ARE BILLED 0% 1 -5% 0 -&% 1 74% 
PARTIALLY BRLED 2 50% 2 10% 1 33% 5 18% 
NOTBKLED 2 50% 18 BB% 2 6™% 22 -7% 
WNSTHUTIONSINGROUP = 4 100% 0k 10% = 10% BOOK 
a NN A CS 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 28 ae ee — 
COSTS ARE BILLED 2 2% 0 -™% 0 -% 2 6% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2 4 3% 2 By B 245 
NOTBELED 6 OK 12.75% 5 -A% 23 70% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “70 100% 16 100% 7 10% 33 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS 2 — ak = mae ae 
COSTS ARE BILLED 1 -%&% 0 % 0 0% 1 6% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 8 7% 0 .O% 0 o% 8 4m 
NOT BELED _-2 -48% = 3 100% 3 100% 8 47% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “11 00% = 3 f00% «= «3 100k 7 100% 

LARGE INSTITUTIONS = =e ee =e 

COSTS ARE BILLED 1 14% 0 O% 0 % 1 10% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 5 71% 0 0% 1 3% 6 60% 
NOTBLLED 4 4% 0 O% 2 6% 3 30% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “7 0% 880 0% 8 fom 10 100% 
ALSWZES aes oo 8 

COSTS ARE-BILLED 4 1% 1 3% 0 0% 5 &% 
PARTIALLY BELED 17 53% 6 18% 4 6% 27 H% 
NOTBLLED 1 34% 33° 83% 12 75% 56 4% 
NNSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "2 10% © 10% 16 100% 68 100% 
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ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST RECOVERY 

_ Separate Installations in Public Institutions 
UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS =, > ee Ss) es Se eee 
COSTS ARE BLED 0 O% o Of 0 &% 0 O% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 2 100% oO 1 3 38% 
NOT BILLED 0 O% 3 10% 2 6% 5 63% 
NSTITUTONS INGROUP = 2 10% (i 1H ICSC CTO 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 2: = 22 = psy 
COSTS ARE BILLED 1 3% 0 O% 0 1 5% 
PARTIALLY BLLED 1 3% 4 4% 2 7 3% 
NOT BILLED 1 3% 7 64% 5 7% 13 62% 
NSTITUTIONSINGROUP 3 100% 10K 7 10H 100% 
MED-LARGE INSTITUTIONS SEs 8 : 
COSTS ARE BILLED 1 10% dad 0 % 1 .™% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 8 60% 0 _% 0 _% 8 53% 
NOT BELED 1 10% 2 100% 31 6 40% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “70 100% 2 10% 3 10% 15 10% 

UARGE INSTITUTIONS 

COSTS ARE BILLED 1 17% 0 % 0 -% 141% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 4 6% o &% 1 3% 5 56% 
NOT BUED 1 1% 0 2 6% Ke <p 
NSTITJTIONS IN GROUP 6 10% 0 O% 3 10% 9 100% 
ALSZES __ 7 oa 
COSTS ARE BILLED 3 14% 0 % 0 % 23 8 
PARTIALLY BILLED 15 7% 4 B% 4 B&% 23 43% 
NOT BILLED 3 14% 12. 7% 12 75% 27 51% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP Hi 10% 16 10% 16 100% «= 53 100% 
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ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST RECOVERY 
Separate Installations in Private Institations.. ences 
NO. PCT NO: PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
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1985 TABLE 9.6 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST RECOVERY 
Combined installations in All Institutions 
So NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 


% 4 11% 
% 7 18% 
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INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS | : : 
COSTS ARE BLED 5 
PARTIALLY BILLED § 
_NOTBRLED a 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 1 2 
eee eee 
CCSTS ARE BILLED 
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ies sees 1985. TABLE. 9.7. = 


ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST RECOVERY 
Combined Installations in Public Institutions 


-- UNIVERSITES FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR ALL TYPES 
be NO. PCT NO. PCT NO PCT NO. PCT 


INSTITUTIONS N'GROUP 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 
COSTS ARE BLED Q 
PARTIALLY: BILLED 2 
NOT BILLED 8 
INSTITUTIONS NGROUP = 10 100% 100% 18 1 54 100% 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
COSTS ARE BILLED 4 0 0 
PARTIALLY: BILLED 9 43% 3 i) 
NOT BILLED 8 Bk 6 6% 41 
“2 10% 8 7 


INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 

LARGE INSTITUTIONS | : 
COSTS ARE BRLED 4 & @ 1 5 
PARTIALLY BILLED 42% 0 % 0 4 

_NOTBILLED ee ee, ee a, ee 

INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 15 10% 3 “S 3 

ALSMES 
COSTS ARE BILLED 8 1% -% 
PARTIALLY BILLED 16 3% 10 2% 

00% 


NOTBLLED 24 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 2 
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1985 TABLE. 98. 


ACADEMIC COMPUTING COST. RECOVERY 


Combined t installations in Private Insitutions 
NO. PCT NO: PCT NO: PCT NO. PCT 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS - =? ee as =e =. 
COSTS ARE BELED 2 6% 1 5% 0 3 13% 
PARTIALLY BELED 1 3% 2 1% 0% 3 1% 
_NOT BILLED — 8 & 17 6% 0 o&% 17 74% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 3 100% 10% #0 O% 23 10% 
MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS a phos = ae - Soy = aig 
COSTS ARE BILLED 2 1% 0 om Oo Of 2 & 
PARTIALLY BLLED 1 &% 3 2% 3 2% 4 1% 
NOTBLLED 9 11 78% 1 7% 20 7% 
NSTTUTONS INGROUP = 12 Oks OTS OR 
COSTS ARE BILLED 22% 0 % 0 Oh 2 > 
ARTIALLY BILLED 3 SK 1 100% 1 100% 4 40% 
__.NOT BILLED | 4 44% 0 0% 0 4 40% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP 9 1% 4 10% 1 10% 10 tom 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
COSTS ARE BILLED 1 5% o 0% 0 O% 1 50% 
PARTIALLY BLED 1 5% 0 % 0 o% 1 50% 
NOT BLED 0 O% 0 oO 0 O% 0 % 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP "210% 0 &% 0 O% 2 10% 
ALL SZES eaee See ais 
COSTS ARE BILLED 7 2% 1% 0 o% 8 1% 
PARTIALLY BLED 6 2% 8 1% 0 % 12 2% 
NOT BILLED 13 5% 28 8% oOo Om a (67% 
INSTITUTIONS IN GROUP “B10% 3 100% #0 % cI 100% 
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COMPUTER HARDWARE AND 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The CAUSE Member-Institution -Profile-survey-form provided-space- for 
each campus to lst the manufacturer and model for up to:six computers 
used for administrative information systems processing. Space was also 
provided for-a-limited -amount-of information about campus communica- 


tions, and some questions on networking were included: The model-num - 


7 _ Computers Reported by Manufacturer — 
This section provides a brief overview of the brands of computer hardware 


generally in use-in colleges and universities, and notes patterns of change 


between-1980 and 1985: Since the same question was asked in the same 


“other" category. Amdahl: and--Harris computers, for example, were 
reported in significant numbers in the-1980 survey, but because of the low 
number of responses listing-them in the lati~ two Surveys they are 
included-in the "other" category --- =22>:=22 22 22Dttin Litt 
eee This. major decrease in the number of campuses reporting 
computers from other than the major eight companies indicates a definite 


trend in institutional-choice of computing manufactu::rs. In times of 


supported by the fact-that the percentages of computers reported for all 
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computers-by-manufacturer for all institutions for 1985; and Figure 34 
shows the distributions for 1980, 1983: and 1985 for all institutions. 


1985 DISTRIBUTION: OF “COMPUTERS 
BY MANUFACTURER 


(aM (37 0%) / 
SPERRY (6.0%) 


OTHER (3.0%) 
BURROUGHS (6.0%) 


H-P (7.0%) poe 8 ee 
CONTROL DATA (4.0%) 


HONEYWELL (3.0% 


see Figure 34 
COMPUTERS REPORTED. .BY.-MANUFACTUR 


ALL INSTITUTIONS 
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_ Burroughs computers were reported most often by four-year 


medium-sized. and small institutions, and by slightly more separate than 


categories,-and by more separate than combined -installations.--- —-- —-- 
-----.-.Sperry computers were reported evenly. by public and private 
institutions. ‘by more universities: than-four-year or two-year institutions, 
by more mediurn-large institutions than those in other size categories, and 
by s.ightly more separate than combined installations. = = _.. : 
cu... The."other" category of computer -‘manufacturers included. several 
different vompanies, and represented oniy 3 percent of all the computers 
reported. Fy -major institution group, “other” computers were reported by 
more public :nstitutions than private, by more-universities than four-year 
institutions arid by no two-year Mmstitutions, by mostly large institutions 
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and no ‘small institutions, and by slightly more combined than separate 
installations. 


The following eight-companies were named ten or more times by 
respondents to the 1985 CAUSE Member Institution Profile survey. The 
abbreviations listed are used for those companies in the following figures. 


BUR - Burroughs Corporation _ 

CDC - Control Data Corporation -. 
DEC - Digital Equipment Corporation 
HON - Honeywell, Incorporated. - 


H-P - Hewlett-Packard-Corporation. _-- 
IBM - International Business Machines Corporatioii 
PRM - Prime Computer, Incorporated 

SPE - Sperry Computer Corporation 

OTH - Other 
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Figure 36 _ 
CONTROL DATA CORPORATION COMPUTERS REPORTED 
BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL. GROUP 
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Figure 38 
HONEYWELL COMPUTERS REPORTED 
BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUP 
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Figure 41 


PRIME COMPUTERS REPORTED 
BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUP 
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‘Figure 42. 


SPERRY COMPUTERS REPORTE 
_ BY MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL GROUP 
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Figure a3 
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Computers Reported by Institutional Groups 


for each of: the major. institutional groups ts shown in Figures 44 to 54:: 
_In-1985 public institutions Teported a total of 64 percent of their 
percent from Digital: Less than 16 percent were reported from any other 
individual. cor y. Private institutions. reported 65. percent from the 
same -two-companies, -with-34- percent: from-Digital and-31 percent-from 
IBM; ne net listed companies, only Prime was. Slightly above the 10 


IBM: Diced ir | the eos = ‘and Digital: leading in-the four-year 
institutions. The two-year institutions reported IBM arid Digital comput - 


ers in 78 percent percent of the cases, and no other brand was reported 
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computers. The next-closest-manufacturer was-Digital with 13 percent. 
Large-institutions reported the highest-percentage {9-percent)-in the "other" 
category. The split-between_IBM and Digital changes as institutional size 
grows smaller, with small institutions rcporting 38 percent -Digital 
computers-and 25 percent IBM. Small institutions reported 16 percent 
Prime computers, which was the only company besides IBM and Digital 
with a reported percentage over the 10 percentlevel..- -.. 2 — - 
-:» 7:, Separate computing installations reported 43 -pevcemt IBM comput - 
ers-in- 1985, followed -by- 2}: percent Digital: Combined installations 
reported _a-nearly equal split between these two primary maniifacturcrs (35 
percent IBM and 30 percent Digital). 


Figure 44 
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Figure 45 
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 
PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 


PERCENT 
i. 


| + CL cc 
CMLL ITD 


‘COOOTL.. 


BUR CDC DEC HON H-P IBM PRM SPE OTHER 


NEC ECC OE 


13 


bi ae 


O_ 
ERIC 


Figure 46 - 
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 
UNIVERSITIES 
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_ Figure 47,0 


COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 
__ FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS 
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Figure 48 


COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 


TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS 


3s 
‘oO 
+ 


PS 
f>} 


o 
_ LNSOYSd 


| | ZZZZZZZZZZZZZZAa 


10% 
0% 


AZZ | 


We ica 


WE ics 


CDC DEC HON H-P {BM PRM SPE OTHER 


1980 


N 


BUR 


134 CHAPTER FIVE: HARDWARE AND COMMUNICATIONS 


Figure 4900 
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 
LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
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; __ Figure 51 | 
COMPUTERS. REPORTED. BY. MANUFACTURER 
MEDIUM-SIZED INSTITUTIONS 
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_ Figure 5200 


COMPUTERS REPORTED. BY. MANUFACTURER 
SMALL INSTITUTIONS 
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Figure 63 
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER 
SEPARATE INSTALLATIONS 
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; Figure” 54 


COMPUTERS. REPORTED. BY MANUFACTURER 


COMBINED INSTALLATIONS 
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In extreme cases of decentralization, many campus departments operate 
installations completely independently of. any. central coordination or 


control. While this trend-can-be observed-on most-campuses of reasonable 
size, it is. also true that at the same. geil sinh pec academic -and 
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Administrative Computing 
In the administrative computing area, a centralized mainframe computer 
is typically used to process and- house the institutional data base at the 
first tier. -The-need-for-central-control aud integrity of the institution's 
information resource makes this first tier of administrative. processing 
both desirable and necessary. Depending on institutional-size and com- 
plexity, this first-tier mzy be served by a cluster of minicomputers or even 
a single minicomputer. -  - : Sy Be 


trative files... -. - ee ete eee oe 


~_>--7At-the third tier, individual: administrators may have. either word 
processors oF microcomputer -workstations -that. communicate with -the 
computers at other levels in the network: Like faculty and students, some 
administrators may have communicating microcomputers in their 
homes, raising interesting considerations about definitions of work 
schedules and the work arrangement known as telecommuting. 


instructional: and research computing capabilities to faculty arid students, 
with each minicomputer serving ten to fifty users simultaneously. These 
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_ At the third: tier, _academic departmental offices . may have 
communicating. word_pri - or-special-purpose workstations, and 
many faculty and students may -have microcomputers for computing, word 
processing, and communication with their departmental computer, the 
campus mainframe. or an external computing service. 

Some interesting new 7 analyses may come from these. technological 
changes.For example, when-many faculty.members and students have 

communicating -microcomputers in their homes, administrative consider- 
ation: of trade-offs, e:g.. the cost of dial-up ports on the computer versus 
additional campus parking, or food service units, canbe considered. When 
homework- assignments. can. be-completed and submitted electronically 


from-a home-based microcomputer, students may make-fewer trips to the 
campus, and eventually require fewer of the physical institutional 
r eS0' yur 1 ces. 5. 


The. key to the successful in integration- of the three. tiers. of computing is; of 
course, a Campus. network. With the recent changes in the telephone 
oe alt there are now--hundreds of colleges and. universities 


hese eats 6 are being designed to handle both voice and data, but at this 
time only a few th have developed. plans for.an institution-wide information 


network: to include--voice, -data, and video -capabilities. As technology 


advances; it can be. predicted that even small campuses will have networks 
that wate as reasonably comprehensive information. utilities. 

-_ -4n an article in the July 1985-CAUSE/EFFECT magazine entitled 
"The. Network Imperative for Information Technology in Higher Educa- 
tion.” Douglas E. Van Houweling,-Vice Provost for Information Technology 
at the University of an, described the network-as the focal point of 


tomorrow’ s higher education computing environment: 


"l ‘believe that the ‘appropriate information - technology 


environment for the: future of higher education will be 
centered -on. an institution-wide information network, 
based on broad access to personal workstations, enhanced 


by-a diverse set of server facilities;-and integrated through 
a coherent. software. environment. ‘These four elements 


path for growth in the use of infoi-nation technology.” 
The- 1985 Profile survey form gave- respondents. three spaces. each. to list 
“internal-networks" and-"external networks” by name. Future surveys will 
expand: on this important instructional use of information technology. 
and. CAUSE will be able to monitor and report on trends in this area in the 


future. Expenditures-for campus communications, including networks, are 
expected to increase substantially in the next few years: 
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_ 1985 .- TABLE. 10.0- 


COMPUTER MANUFACTURERS. REPORTED Bva INSTITUTIONS 


by Controland-Type --— — te 

ALL INSTNS PUBLIC PRIVATE UNIVERSITY FOUR-YEAR TWO-YEAR 
MANUFACTURER =-NO. PCT NO. PCT = =—-NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
BURROUGHS 2% 6 6hlCOUM—C<CS 8 &% 16 1% 4&4 6% 
Or 17 4% 1% BH 1 1% 7 I 3 % 1 1% 
DIGITAL 118 2% GS Mh 53 Ue 1 21% 53 3% kU 
HONEYWELL 13% 8 & 5 %&% 9 & 2% 1 1% 
uP 2% 6 ee 8 & 8 he 9 KH 7 1% 
BM. 161 3% 113 41% 48 31% 80 41% 50 W% 31 44% 
PRIME - 0m 11 4% 19 12% 11 & 18 11% 1 1% 
UNIVAC 2 6% 17 & 7 ua 5 5% 2% 
OTHER 13 --% -42 --4% 1 -4% 11 --6% 2.1% 0  % 
TOTALINSTNS 433 100% © 278 100% «155 100% «= 184 100% «168 100% «=| 100% 


1985 TABLE 10: 1 Shes 
COMPUTER MANUFACTURERS REPORTED BY. INSTITUTIONS 


institutions Categorized by Size and Sep vs. Combined Installations 

- LARGE MEDLARGE --MEDUM —-SMALL SEPARATE © COMBINED 
MANUFACTURER NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT «NO. PCT = NO. PCT 
BURROUGHS a nn 
coc: 4 &% 7% 6 % 0% 3 %® tt 5% 
OGTA 59 1% 8B 2 55 WK 2 KF IK 9 30% 
HONEYWELL 1 1% 6 he 4 &% 2% 2 &% i 
HP 2 2 & 20 12% 5 ™& 12 9% 17 6% 
La B 5% WH 57 BK 19 2% 8656 43% = 105 -35% 
PRIME 3 4% 6 &% 9 5% 12 16% 12 &% 18 6% 
UNIVAC 3 4% 10 % 7 &% 4% 9 M% 15 5% 
OTHER 6 o% 46m 3 0m 2 & 11 a% 
TOTALINSTNS | 70 100% 115 100% 72 100% 76 100% 131 100% 302 100% 
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COMPUTER. ae REPORTED BY INSTITUTIONS 


_.___ Percentages By Major Instt 


INSTN-GROUP NO. POT NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PCT 
ALL INSTNS 28 2% «017: OK a 11% 2% 
PUBLIC a) a a 18 11% 
PRIVATE & & 1 1% 8 & 5 4% 13 9% 
UNI - 8 &% 7% 4 e 9 & 19 om 
+-YEAR 16 11% 9 1% 53 oe 89 6% 9 & 
2-YEAR 4 %&% 1 1% 2 4% 1 1% 7 5% 
LARGE. __ 3 4 5% 9° 41 4% 2 % 
MED-LARGE oe 7 hh BSB MH 6 5% "2 1% 
MEDIUM 1 & 6 &® SS M&M #4 % 2 14% 
SMALL ~~ 5 4% 0% @ 5% 2 5% 
SEPARATE 3 Re 3H FH 2 OM 12 -8% 
COMBINED 20-14% = 18s 18%sCOiTC 11 10% 17° 12% 
TOTAL INSTNS “140 100% 65 100% «500 100% «1S 00K «aS. itm 
4985. TABLE 10.2. 
COMPUTER MANUFACTURERS REPORTED BY INSTITUTIONS 
Percentages By Major Institutional. Group _— — 
: —_ = IBM -= PRME = _UNIVAC OTHER ALL MFGRS 
INSTN GROUP NO. PCT NO. PCT NO. PGi oi, PCT NO. POT 
ALL INSTNS 11 2% XD 2% 2% 0% 19 O% 43 2% 
PUBLIC. 13 14% MTs 12TH 
PRIVATE eo % 8 1% %7 & 1% 15 ™® 
UNY 8 1% it -% 4 1% 1 1% 19 o% 
4-YEAR 5 6% i8 1% 8 % 2% 18 & 
2-YEAR 310% 1 1% 2 % 0 o&% nm &® 
LARGE _ 39 5% 3 3% 6 o% nm 
MED-LARGE & 6% 6 4% 10 8% 4 om 115 8% 
MEDIUM 57% 9 &% 7 & 3% i & 
SMAL - - 19° 2 & 4 &% 0 o% 7% 4% 
SEPARATE 6M 12 & 8 & 2 Mm 1 
COMBINED 15 19% 18 1%  -18 -1%5 41-47% 302 14% 
TOTAL INSTNS 805 100% 150 100% 120 10% 65 100% 2165 100% 
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CHAPTER SIX 


COMPUTER SOFTWARE 


A ‘primary objective of CAUSE ins been. the exchange of information 
e software 


re systems and programs used -for. administrative 


information peg om and universities. In the early years, the 
CAUSE Exchange Library contained detatled systems documentation and 
source computer. programs.--These-items were contributed by member 


institutions and-made available through CAUSE: to other members at the 
cost of Teproduction. As administrative information. DIOCESAN, systems 


great: deal -of detail in this monograph, individual reports. of institutions 
sats the use of & 


chapter ; 

22 Inall the surveys between 1980 and 1985, a total.of 452 institutions 
reported an-average-of four-proprietary software- packages each; for a total 
of 1,807 entries. Six hundred seventy proprietary software packages for 
specific applications were reported, eresentng 2 37 percent. of ihe total; 


301 data base- management. systems -used- for -AIS -were- reported, 


representing -17 percent of the total; and 836 support software packages 
were reported, representing the ner 46 percent of all | proprietary | software 
rted.. 


packages fe 3 


The six most frequently mentioned companies and the number of 
proprietary application software entries for each are shown below. 
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Proprietary Application-Speclfic Software 
Companies with ten or more entries 


information Associates :::s..s.jccusueccane syaggguiggmaninn2mt21 266 
Systems 2 & oo Techiitogy 


Nine data. base management systems accounted- for 60 percent: (180) of the 


number of entries for each are shown below. 


Proprietary -Data Base. Management- Software 
Systems with ten or more entries 


indicative: of, the great diversity 1 in proptietury sapport software: of the 836 
such packages listed, 43 percent (358 entries) reported one of-eleven 
packages, leaving 285: different packages; or-57 percent (478 entries) to 
account for the rest. The eleven most frequently mentioned packages and 
the number of entries for each are listed below. 


we 
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Proprietary ‘Application Support Software 
Packages with ten or more entries 


os 
DATATRIEVE 


distributed processing. or: microcomputer; and-whether the system-uses a 
proprietary package. Selected summary information on the number of 
entries checked is ) provided here to illustrate trends in administrative 
applications,.-- -- : Sater = Sao esos is 
= In. 1985 alone, over 28,000 administrative computing applications 
were. reported in production by the responding institutions, an average of 
62 applications-per-campus. This overall-average represents.a 17 percent 
increase_over the 1980 average of 51 applications per campus. The Tables 
in this chapter provide detailed. summaries of the applications reported in 


eleven major administrative-areas as of-1985. To-indicate-overall trends, 


Figure 55 below_shows the average number of applications in each of the 
eleven areas as of 1980 and as of 1985. 


Average Number of Applications 


All Institutions 
Batch Systems 3 2 
On-ine Systems 10 25 
Combined Systems -6 -9 
All Systems Types 51 62 
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- Abbreviations used for applications categories in the Figures in 


FIN_ Financtal- Management. es 
PMS Planning Management and- Institutional Research 
LOG Logistics-and Related Services 

FSS Faculty/Staff/Student Services 

GEN General Administrative Services 

AUX Auxiliary -Services.. - 

LIB- Library ‘Applications : 

PPO Physical Plant Operations = 

CIM Computing_Installation Management 

HOS Hospital Applications 


Figure 55 


AVERAGE NUMBER-OF APPLICATIONS 


ALL INSTITUTIONS—BY AREA 


-_ 
jo 
i 


N 
\ 
N 
N 
N 
N 


YA 


Ly 


APPLICATIONS |: 
UMMM 


WM 
UM A 


Z 


NS 1980 


PSSS9 


=.:: ~=-Certain information:about each application-was collected in 1985 


Since applications are added to the CAUSE Member Institution 


Profile each year, and some specific applications were moved from one 
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group to another. between. 1980 and 1985, counts: from, the- 1980 Profile. -were 


rearranged. at the detailed level into the 1985 Bpphcatian list to provide 
consistent analysis of the-trends. -- 

--Note-also-that the hospital application - -area is-treated- differently 

than the-other application areas. For: all pages areas, the 452 institutions 

unt 


trative- information in machine readable form in an on-line mode at the 
earliest possible ‘time,-and to make that.information available through 


on-line sy _throughcut the campus. Figure 56 shows the percentage of 
on-line applications for each area in 1980 and by 1985: 
Figure 56 
PERCENTAGE OF ON-LINE APPLICATIONS 
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For each abpueation in re 1985 profile. respondents identified 


systems in production using microcomputers, operating in-a distributed 
data_processing..mode and/or with proprietary software. Figure 57 shows 
the general. response to each of these questions. by application area. 
Physical Plant Operations applications-(23. percent) were reported as using 
microcomputers more than any other application, with Planning, 
Management and Institutional Research applications (21- percent) a close 


second. Distributed Data Processing \ was also dashed most in use | in ‘the 


tions (19 percent) second. The Admissions and Records. and the Library 
areas each reported- 16 percent of the applications in production with 
proprietary software packages. 


“Figure” 57 oe 


DISTRIBUTION. OF APPLICATION. MODES 
ALL INSTITUTIONS—BY APPLICATION AREA 
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Applications by Area 
The rate otter of the three : largest application areas in 1985 1 is the same as 


it was-in 1980, with-the Admissions-and-Records area having the most 


number of- apelicatiaws Teported: | Financial ig enc the second most, 


as- in1980. -and: they account for -over 60 percent: of. all eoriaucad 
reported: Figure 58 shows graphically the total number of sysiems 
reported in each application area for both -1980 and.-1985 profiles. To 
provide a relative- measure of -how- widely each -application- was imple- 
mented in 1980 and in 1985,_Figure 59.displays the. application response 


the -distribution - -of- -application -responses- has -changed- very- Hittle. 
indicating that the distribution of computing resources to the application 
areas has not changed significantly. 


Figure 58 


TOTAL NUMBER OF. APPLICATIONS REPORTED 
ALL INSTITUTIONS—BY APPLICATION AREA 
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Figure. 59 ; 
APPLICATIONS REPORTED BY AREA 


Att INSTTTUTIONS—BY MAJOR AREA 


MN LALLA LLL | 


MMM 


N 1980 


1985 


The following comments about the - “survey - -responses in cach 


application area referto. the. "saturation level" of the area. This is 


measured. by calculating the average-response-across- all applications and 


: In the commentary, y - seclal-tioie is ied of four  aiouticant survey 
statistics: (1) the general percentage: of on-line applications, (2) identi- 
fication of the. applications with the highest percentage operating. in an 
on-line mode, (3) the percentage of responses-that-reported. utilization of-a 
proprietary software package, and (4) the appucations: with the most and 
the least responses inieach area. 

: A bar chart following the comments. for each area. shows ~he-satu- 
ration Jevel for each application: in 1980 and by. 1985: The numbers on the 
bars of these charts correspond to the application numbers in the column 
labeled "APP #" in the related table. 
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utilize proprietary software packages. - --- 222222 2. Dott 
... -. Almost all of the responding institutions (98 percent) reported 


applications 15-28 shown in Figure 61. 
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Total -for- 452 institutions: 


Average por institution: 
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Figure 61 


ADMISSIONS & RECORDS APPLICATIONS (B) 
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Financial Management Applications 


Financial management is still the area with the second largest number of 
applications (20-percent-of the-total applications) reported in production 
and the second highest saturation level at 58 percent, an increase from the 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 
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Total for 452 inatitutions: 1851 _2a10 


Average per institution: 418 5:35 214 0. 0.66 3.06 1279 
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Figure 62 


FINANCIAL. MANAGEMENT. APPLICAT'ON 
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Figure 63 
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ressarch offices suggests that many of these proprietary software packages 


are analytical tools in operation-c.: microcomput::rs..- _-- -- -- 


Of those institutions with at least one Planning; Management; and 


reported- applications, and Budget-Forecasting was the application that 
increased the most between 1980 and 1985. 
1985 TABLE 11.2--- pes Seti Gee ee 


PLANNING MGMT & INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 
All Institutions ; 

APP # APPLICATION - ---— BATCH ON-UNE B&O WICRO *o PROP NO. 

1 Budget Forecasting 60 102 
2 Budget Preparation 98 137 $3 

3 Budget Analysis) 79 100 
4 Budget Position Control 7% (4 
6 

8 

F) 


Institutional Cost Studies 96 u 
Faculty Salary Analysis = 1602 
Support Statt Salary Analys.s 130 51 
Facutty Actnaty Analysis & 40 
3 Support Nall Activity Analysis 32 19 
1¢  ResourceReq’ments Modeling 2t 8 


~ 


Fm eniOuw a WS Hg wc; 
BRBSBIs as oR Beg 


18 = ICLMACross-over Studies 4s 3 
19 Project Management 2300-28 
Total for 452 inslititions: = 4.207835. 361 
Average per institution: 287 «207. «(078 1. 
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Logistics: and ‘Related Services Applications 


Logistics and Related Services applications. accounted for 6 percent of the 
total applications-reported througa- 1985, and-the--saturation level 
increased only-slightly; from 26 percent in 1980 to:29 percent in 1985.-An 
average of. 68 percent of _all applications in this area operate in-an on-line 
mode, with Purchasing Information Systems being the most likely appli- 


cation te-use-on-line-processing. Eight: percent -of the Logistics applications 


utilize microcomputers, 7 percent operate in a distr‘buted mode, and 13 
percent utilize proprietary software packages. - 

peer Sixty-four percent -of the institutions re; or ting at - least-one 
Logistics and Related Services applications-1:.96e4 »uipment inventory 
in production, and only one. other application. ‘endor Information 
Systems, was reported in production by over Si’ perce ut of the responding 
institutions.- Office Machine Repair (8 pere:*.: ..¢./ the least reported; but 
it will be interesting to see if this “application incicases in the future as 
more iristitutions develop their.own capability to service-and maintain 
microcomputers -and -other- new -electronic- officc -equipment.-: Crime 
Reporting was the application that increased the most between 1980 and 
1985. 


een 1985 TABLE 11.3 
LOGISTICS AND RELATED SERVICES APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 


; All Institutions 

_APP # = APPLICATION. - BATCH ON-LINE B&O MICHO DOP PROP NO. 
1 7 14 34142 
2 6 17 4318 
3 2 €3 25t 
4 18 13 12 16 
5 3 2 3 Kk} 
6 5 10 i) 166 
7 9 6 4 60 
8 24 13 12 163 
9 1 2 & 
10 5 3 1 39 
1 5 3 i @® 
12 5 8 2 
Total for 452 institutions 497 63 86199 125 108 206 = 1,575 
Average per institution: 110 159 044 028 0.24 O48 3.49 
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of the responding institutions. Student gue Texting- jogos ent) 
was the least reported application. while Teacher and Job Placement was 
the application that increased the most between 1980 and 1985. 


1985. TABLE "1 A 
FACULTY/STAFF/STUDENT SERVICES APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 


All institutions 


APP @ BATCH ONLINE B&O MICRO DOP PROP NO. 
i 138 72 3 2B 6 183d 
2 7107 Hw 35304 
3 15 91 46 15 5 32. (268 
r} 2 2a 861010 0 3 8 
5 23 e® 9 68 6 Aa 
6 37 12 5 3 1 1 S87 
7 115 390~CiC«13 3 3 16 17 
a 15 8 i 3 0 2 27 
9 144 “4 18 1 6 9 3 
10 50 c) a sr 1 67 (8 
tt 8 167 912 5 720 365 
12 88 oo OS 6 6 28 (a7 
13 98 119 54 7 5 33 279 

Total to 452 institutions: 4083 «= 963 447-1092 S26 2,619 
Average pet institution: 2:40 213° 099 40:24 «86:09 0:72 865.79 
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General Administrative Services Applications 

General Administrative Services applications scouted for 8 penceHi of 
all applications reported, with a -1985 saturation level of 39 percent. 
essentially -unchanged from the 1980-level. : n-average of 59: percent-of all 
applications ‘operate in an-on-line: mode; with the Foundation and. Gift 
Records. Red greece most. likely - to be on-line. Se cg Postini utilization 


with. Personnel: Records second (76 So nertal Skills/Interest Inventory. (7 
percent) and Curriculum Planning (9 percent) were the least reported 
applications. Personnel Evaluation increased the most {by 58 percent) 
between 1980 and 1985. 


1985 TABLE 1: 5 
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 


Alt institutions 
APP @ — APPLICATION BATCH ONLINE B80 MRO DOP PROP NO. 
1 Facilities inventory. - 170 65 Ht 19 ot 
2 ‘Facilities Uti. Analysis - rn 10 160 
3 Classroom Util. Analysis 121 44 3 i 2 14 186 
a Personne! Secords a9 19h 9 {0 56 MA 
§ Personnel Evaluation +) 3% 19 #3 38 10 
6 Personnel Placement 17 21 12 1 3 8 52 
7 Federal Compliance Reporting 144 2 «(t 3 8 20 (188 
8 —— Givil Service Position Records = 27 @ 1 oO 2 0 47 
9 —Skills/interest: Inv-zntory 42 13 4 0 1 6 @ 
10 Alumni-Records. . 72 178 BCS 13 60 
11, Foundation & Gitts Records 4 520761918 $3 287 
12. Curiculum Planning: - 18 13 2 2 2 3 at 
13 Test Scoring & Analysis 123 56 19 17 10 9 2B 
Total fcr 452 institutions: 940 801 4140-75-87 268 «2,276 
Avercge per institution: 2.08 77. 092 O17 0.19 059 5.04 
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Auxillary Series “Applications 


reported apPlications, needa Berend jevel-more than, bat to 59 
percent in 1985 from the 28 percent level.in 1980. Most of this increase can 
be accounted for by the fact that four-appHeations were added-to-the survey 


between 1980 and (1985. eos tnnee dla of the. Auxiliary- Services 


11 percent: distributed: processing :¥ -was ‘reported by 8 percent; and 
proprietary software by 11 percent of the institutions: 

General Mailing-List. Systems were reported. by the largest number 
of institutions -(60 percent), and no: other application in this area: was 
reported in production by more than 50. percent-of the responding institu - 
tions. Faculty Club Billing ( 7. percent) was the least-reported. application. 
Even-though only 55 institutions had reported it by 1985, Events. Calendar 
Preparation (12 percent) was the application that increased most between 
1980 and 1985. 


_ 1985 TABLE 11.6 
AUXILIARY SERVICES APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 


All Institutions 
APP ® = APPLICATION -- - BATCH. ON-LINE B&O MICRO DDP PROP NO. 
1 Residence Hall Biling 80 nm 34 1 7 27182 
2 Faculty Club Billing = 13 9 2 4 7 5 3 
3 Food Service Menu & inventory - 19 3 9 @ 4 18 78 
4 R>oksiora Inventory & Operations 39 40 18 28 22 2 11 
5 Everts Calendar & Prep 5 CL | 13 3 5 55 
6 Room Reservabuns---  - 2u 49 10 12 5 9 95 
7 Auxdie/Visual Booking /Biliing "1 21 4 13 3 5 50 
8 = Colage/University Press 14 is 6 6 8 4 @® 
9 General Mailing List System 160011 x on 2 27-270 
10 Computer Billing System 87 44 27 0 3 19161 
ii Health Service System. 19 13 6 4 5 5 & 
12 Athletic Event-Ticket System 3 21 7 "1 rT 5 
13 Sports Information System 10 14 3 1 8 4 “& 
Total tor- 452 institutions: 464 0«=<Ci HTS 144 1,26) 
Average per instiution: 1.03 102 0.394 «#2031=—(0.21 032 27 
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Library-Applications accounted for 4 percent of the total applications 


for 1985. both reflect little relative change from-i980. On-line processing, 


reported most_ frequently in operation -in an-on-line mode. Micro- 


reported distributed processing: Proprietary software was used for 16 


- Card and Material Preparation and Control (56 percent). was the 


1985 TABLE 41.7 


LIBRARY APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 
All Institutions — - - 


APP # APPLICATION BATCH ON-LINE B&O MICRO DDP PROP —NO. 
Requistions 2 eB 619 7 14 wid 
Caaogng=- == kK) 978 ? 43 (18 
Card ’& Mat'l Prep & Contra! 56 180 46D 63 (8 
Circulation Control 59 9 20 2 13 12 183 
rr : : 3 : 
57 
2 


ee 


mn 


Se.ssHoldras 
Bibliographic Search Sarvies 
Fugitive Material Indaxing 


Win Men w iro 


Educational Media Services eo ht om 48 42-163 
Total for 452 institutions: 324 538188 
Average per institution: 072 120 OB 
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Physical | Plant t Operations 


= = 4985 TABLE 14.8 a 
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 
sees ae hieraiee = _Allnstitutions. ase aaer ey camer 
APP # ee BATCH ONLINE B&O MICRO DDP PROP NO. 
1 Phy Plant Accounting a «© wu 2 ww 6 
2 Physical Plant Job Schedule 30 3602Ci19'— sia ei? 
3 Builkling Maintenance Costs 39 2 6190 165 13162 
4 — Equpment Preventive Maintenance 28 206 12—C—«—iktsaD 7 
5 Kay — 36 33 3 (27 7 5 1% 
5 Building Access Control 7 18 1 8 1 6 #8 
7 Energy Mentoring System 12 7715s 7. 33 37) 186 
Total for 452 institutions: 20089 wi CD 
Average per institution 0.44 056 «40.18 O38 0 24 0.20 1f8 
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Figure 700 
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS APPLICATIONS 
PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS RESP DING 
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1985 TABLE.11.9 


COMPUTING INSTALLA? "°N MANAGEWENT APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 

All Insétutionss —-— —. 

_APP # APPLICATION = BATCK ONLINE B&O MICRO ODP PROP NO 
Hardware inventory/Accounting §=§ 2) 4B 
Chargeback System = 63417 


Vacs lame, oe GD 
w 
& 


Total for 452 instiitions: 488 = 300-6 
Average per instit. . 0:41 O68 8016 8020 
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COMPUTING - “INSTALLATION. WANAGEMENT.. APPLICATIONS 


PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS RESPONDING 
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Hospital Applications 


Hospital applications accoanted for only 1 1 percent of the total reported by 
the 452 institutions. but the saturation level and other percentages: were 
calculate? on the-basis of the 52 institutions that did ‘report: hospital 
applications. On that basis, the general ‘saturation level in 1°55 was 47 
percent- in-1980-to 83 ‘percent-i -in 1985, with all of the- "Physician. Support 
Systems operating in an on-line mode,-and more than half_of the other 
applications reported at greater tran 80 percent. on-line.-The Hospital 
application Rilarpeg most -often was- -Patient -Billing/ Accounts Receivable 


- 1985. TABLE. "1 10 


HOSPITAL APPLICATIONS ANALYSIS 
ee _ All Institutions =--- 7 
BATCH ONLINE 840 MICRO DIP PROP NO. 
3 @ 7 3 6 9 
7 7 8 ‘ 3 7 u 
8 13 r) 2 2 6 
4 1 6 1 2 5 8 
8 8 5 4 3 4 r-) 
2 6 2 Hy) 1 3 "1 
$ 4 6 &@ 2 318 
1 2 2 1 1 1 7 
1 18 7 1 8 8 2 
3 nh § 4 5 4° 2 
5 13 5 1 5 2 r=) 
2 10 3 1 1 3 7 
0 10 4 1 i 3 (16 
14 8 16 13 3 3 & 4° 
15 Hospital Financ ° hie system 7 13 9 3 2 5 4 
16 Bloodbank Records _ -3 6  -39 -4 3 -2 43 
Total for 452 institutions: 67 186 94 28 48 730384 
Average per institution: 015 6041 21 HOO 016 0.87 
182. 
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23 _APPENDIX.- 
1985 MEMBER INSTITUTION. PROFILE ‘SURVEY 
400 RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS 


Akron; Oren of : 
Alabama State University -.-. - 
Alabama/Huntsville, University of 
Alabama/University. University of 
Alamo Community Coll District 
Alaska/Anchorage, University of 
Albany Medical Coliege 

Albion College 

Alfred University. 

Allegheny- College 

Alma Coliege 

Amato Zollage 

Artioc: Unversity - 7 
Appaiacrian State University 
Aquiias College. — - 

Arizona State-University 
Arizona, Universityof, . -- - 
Arkansas For Med Sciences, Univ of 
Arkansas Tech University 
Armstrong State: College - 

Asian institute of. Technology 
Athabasca University 
Augsburg-College 

Augusta. College 

Austin College--- 

Austin Peay State: University 
Balkiwin-Wa,.ice College 

Ball State University 
Bamard-College 

Beaver College 

velmont Abbey College 
Bentley College — = 

Be ‘hanv. Nazarene College 
Bewiel Collaze = - 

Bluefield -Staie College 

Boston College - 
Boston-University —- 

Bowie State Coileae - 

Bowling Green State Un: ‘versity 
Bradley University. 

Brandeis University: - 
Bridgeport, University of _ 
Brunswick Junior College 

Bryn Mawr College 

Bucknell University — 


C. S. Mott Community College 


Cai State Univarsity/Dominguez Hills 
Cal State University/Fullerton. - 

Cal State University/. ong Beach 
Catifomia Institute ct Technology. 
Califomia State F:iytech University 


Califomia/Davis, University of 
Califomia/irvine; University of: 
Calitornia/San Diego, University of 
Camosun College 

Canisius College 

Capilano College 

Capital University 

Castleton-State- College - : 
Catholic:University of America 
Cedarville College... 

Central Florida; University of 
Central Michigan University - 
Central Missouri Siat> University 
central N New. England Coltof. Tuch 


sity 
Cleveland:-State ‘Community College 
Colorado Colleg ; 
Colorado/Boulder, Liner 
Colorado/Nenver, ct 
Coltumpbiz | iniverae 


“ oanecte ete University of 
= netic = = rrsity of 
ont College 


Creaynton University =~ 
Cuyahoga Community Coli2ge 
Dalhousie University 

Dartmouth College 

Davidson College 

DePaul University - 

Delaware County Comm College 
Denison-University - 

Denver, University of 

Dickinson come 


Drew University 
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DuPage, College | ot - 

Dutchess Community College 

East Carcina University - 

East Tennessee State ‘Univeraity 
Eastern C State University 
Eastem filinois University — 

Eastem Kentucky University 


Eastern Mich:gan University 


Eastern Montana College -. 
Eastern New Mexico University 
Eastern Washington University - 
Ecole Das Hates Etudes Commer 
Edison.State Community College 
Elizabeth City State University 
Emporia State University 
Evangel.College — — 
Evergreen State College. - 
Fairteigh-Dickinson ‘University 
Fayetteville: State University 
Florida Institute of Technolocy 
Florida Intemational-University 
Florida State University - 
ell de State University . - 

Franklin-and-Marshall College _ 
GMI Engineering & pa cial 
Gateway Technical Inst 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Georgia State Uriversity 
pasall University of 

ja University - - 

Grace College & Seminary: 
Grand Valley. State College : 
Grant Mac Ewan-Community College 
Greenville Co:3ge 
Grinnell College 
Hamitton College - 
Hampion University: ------ 
Har. ’, -&eiwe State College 

‘ antord,- University of 
Henry Foard Community College 
Hofstra University — 
Horry-Georgetown Tech Sollege 
Howard: Univ srsity - 
Idaho State University _ 
liineis-Eastem Community College 
Incarnate Word Coilege 
Indiana University of PA — 
Indiana. Vocational Tech Collage 
inst Tecn studios:Sup de Mont 
Institute:of Paper Chemistry 
lona College - - 
lowa;-University of 
Ithaca College 


Jargey City. State Cotlege 

Johns Hopkins University -- 
Johnson and Wales Collage - - 
Kansas Medical Center, University of 


lege- 
Kesey State College 
Kennesaw College - 
Kent State University -- 
Kentucky State University 


ky Wesleyan Coleg » 


ae “ty We wn Co 

Key 20 College 

La Guardia Community College 

tander College 

Lansing Community Co” aye 

Le Moyne College 

Lehigh University - -- 
Lethbridge, University of 

Long Island-Univ/Brooklyn Ctr 

Louisiana State University/Eunice 

Loyola College. 

Loyola University of Ne-: Urleans 

Loyola Univers*ty-ot Lhicago 

Macalester College. - ~ 

Macon Community | College - 


Madison Area Technical College 


Prpchec University 

juette Uriiversity 
pater een “= 
Maryland at Baltimore; University oi - 
Maryland/Balto County, University of 
Mass institute of Technology —- 


Mass Medical Genter University of 
Massachusetts/Amherst, Univ of 

WV “*aster-University -- - 

Moc.  “oliege of Georgia 

Malbc wii, University of 

niemonal University. seem ‘foundiand 


Momphis State University - 


Mercy-College of Detioit 
Meredith College 

Miami, University of - - 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Michigan State. Unive: sity - i 
Michigan/Ann Arbor, Univers:', of 
Michigan/Dearborn, ‘University of 
Michigar/Flint, University of - 
Mid-Michigan-Community Collage 


Mid-South Bible College 


Mercer University. - 
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Mid State Technical institute 

Middle Georgia College 

Middle 1 Tennessee State University 
Mills -College- -- 

Mississippi State Uniwersity 
Missourv/St Louis, University of 
Montana State University 

Momtana, University of 
WortclairStateCohege 
Montgomery County Comm College 
Mourn Allison University 

Mount Holyoke-College 

Mount Royal College ~ 

Mount Saint Mary's.College 

Mt Vernor. Nazarene College 
Murray State Universiiy . --. 

NW Alabama State-Jr-Gollege------ 
Nashville-State Technicai Institute 
Nassau Community College 
Nazareth College of Rochester 
Neoraska/Omaha; University of 
New Hampshire College - 

New Hampshire, University ct 
New Mexico State University 
New Mexico, tiated ot. 


No Carolina/Greensboro, Univ of 
North Adams State College 
North Central College : = - 
North Central Technical College 


Nerth Central Technical Institute 


North Florida, University of 
North-Texas State Lativersity 
Northeast Missouri State University 
Northeastem Junior Collage 
Northeastern-Oklahoma St Univ 


Northern Colorado, Un‘vs:sity of 
Northern lowa, University of .- 
Northern Ker"icky- University-- 


Northwestern Michigan Coliege 
Norwich University _ 

Ohio State nee 

Ohio University _ : 

Okla State Univ/Sch of Tech Training 


Oklahoma State Technical institute 
Oklahoma, University ot 

Old Dominion University 

Olds College - 

Oregon Health Sciences | ‘siversity 
Oregon Institute of. echnology 
Pacific Lutheran University 
Pembroke State University 
Pepperdine University 
Philadelphia College of Art 

Phillips University. —_- 

Pima Community College 

Pittsburg State University 


Point Loma Nazarene College. _ 
Polytechnic-Institute of New York 
Portland State University 
Presbyterian College 

Pretoria, University of 

Princeton University : - 

Puerto Rico, University of 
Quiney-College 

Radford Dawereky: =: 
Ramapo.College of New Jersey 
Regina, University of 

Regis College_ 

Rhode Island C: > 

Rhede Island $2001 0f Design 


Bnode tsland; ‘University of - 
Rochester Insiitite of. Technology 
Roeketeller University ----- 
Rogue Community College 

Rush University 

SUNY College a’ Old Wesibury 
SUNY/Albany - 
SUNY/Binghamton 
SUNY/Butfalo 
SUNY/Downstate Medicai Center 
SUNY/Monroe Community College 
SUNY/Potsdam .- - 
SUNY/Stony-Brook - 

Saint Louis University 

Salem State College - 

San Diego State University 
fcxta Clara; University of - 
Laskatchewan, University of 
Seranton, University of 

Seattle University 

Shelby State Community College 
Shepherd College 

Simmons College — ~ 

Sinclair Community College 
Smith College 
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Somerset County College 
Sonoma State University - 

Soutii Dakota Schi/Mines BT Tech 
South Dakota, University of 
South, University of tha - 
Southem California, University of 
Seuthem Colorado. University of 
Southam Ill Univ/Carbondale 
Souther i! Urw/Edwardsville 


St John's University - 

St Lawrence University. -. - 
St Mary's Collage of Maryland 
Stanford University - 

State Technical Inst/Knoxville 
State-Technical inst/Memphis 
Stephens College = - 

Stockton State Cotiege. 
Susquehanna University 
Swarthmore College 
Syracuse University 

Taylor University- _ 

Temple University: - : 
Tennessee State University 


Tennessee Technological Univers 
Tennessee/Knoxville, University of 
Texas AEM Univ/College Station 
Texas A&M University/Galveston 
Texas Christian University 

Texas Lutheran College . - 
Thomas Jetierson University- 


Thomion Community College 
Towson State Univarsity 
Transyivania University 
Trenton -State-College _- 
Tri-Cities State Tech institute 
Trident Technical College 
Triton College --- - 

Troy State Universtty/Montgomery 
Tufts University 

Union. College: 

Utah Tech College at Provo 
Utah, University-of - 


Valparaiso University 
Vanderbilt University 
Vermont, University of 
Viiianova University: 
Vincennes University 


187 


Vimiriz. Commonweatth University 
Vir, “a Military Institute 
Virguila Polytech Inst & State. Univ-- 
Volunteer-State Community College 
Waters State Community College 
Washington & Lee University 
Washington State University 
Washington, University of - 


V Community College 

Waukesha County Tech institute 

Weber State College 
Webster 


r University- 
West Chester ‘University 


Wheaton degre 


— Community College 


wile 
Wecorsiv€al Clay, University of 


Wisconsin/La C of 
Wisconsin/Miwaukee, University of 
Wisconsin(:hkosh, Unk ersity of 
Wisconsiny/Stevens Poin', Univ of 
Wiseonsin/Superior, University of 
Wittenberg_University 
Worcester State College 
Wright State University 


Wyoming, University o1 
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